A critical analysis of the Australian Curriculum (History) by Ditchburn, G.
  
              A critical analysis of the Australian Curriculum (History)     Geraldine Ditchburn BA., BEd, MEd.    This thesis is presented for the degree of  Doctor of Philosophy Murdoch University  2014  
  
               Declaration  I declare that this thesis is my own account of my research and contains as its main content work which has not previously been submitted for a degree at any tertiary education institution.       Geraldine Ditchburn    
  
  
Abstract 
  In this thesis I argue that the recent introduction and construction of the Australian Curriculum has been characterised by a lack of relevant and meaningful conversations about curriculum.  While sites for public and professional consultation have been numerous, items for discussion have largely been predetermined and narrow.  Rather than allowing space for sensible conversations about the range of purposes of a new curriculum and the type of curriculum theory that might best achieve those purposes, the Australian Curriculum has been implemented as though there are no relevant, alternative visions of curriculum, apart from that fashioned by a neoliberal agenda.   Using the tenets of critical theory and critical pedagogy as well as autoethnographic narrative, I argue that the current curriculum is a ‘thin’ curriculum that is likely to have a number of worrying implications for teaching and learning, for the role of students and teachers and that it is likely to marginalise many students and communities from schooling. Using the example of the Australian Curriculum: History, I conclude that it is possible and necessary to consider a ‘thick’ curriculum that is both rigorous and responsive to diverse local contexts. But, before that can happen, we need to claim a space for conversations about curriculum and to recognise that alternative visions of curriculum are not only possible, but also necessary if we are to more fully engage a greater number of students in the process of learning.              
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Introduction 
 For the first time in its history, Australia now has a national school curriculum in four learning areas: English, history, science and mathematics, with a number of other learning areas to be gradually phased in over the next two years.  Unlike the previous aborted attempt to introduce a national curriculum in the early 1990s, the introduction of this Australian Curriculum has been characterised by a surprising lack of popular debate, let alone dispute.  There have been very few public slanging matches from an incensed electorate; radio shock jocks have been uncharacteristically mute; those defenders of the Australian states’ constitutional responsibility and right to oversee school education have been largely silent; and the financial burden of such an initiative has failed to stir even the most parsimonious in the electorate, the treasury or those in the political opposition.  This is not to suggest that there have not been differences of opinion on an Australian Curriculum, but that the differences have not been strident or extreme.   
Curriculum intrigue As a teacher and educator for nearly all of my professional life, I have found the introduction of the Australian Curriculum one of the most intriguing educational initiatives I have witnessed.  Its introduction has been seamlessly and pervasively embedded in the educational landscape as if it has always been there or, more to the point, that it should be there.  After years of teaching in schools and universities, this is the first time that I have seen such a significant initiative involving the state Ministers of Education and their associated bureaucracies, the teaching workforce, unions, the business lobby and the community at least overtly comply with an initiative that is likely to have far-reaching repercussions for teaching and learning in Australian schools. My worry is that such a move, while seemingly reasonable, glosses over and trivialises the way in which we understand issues associated with curriculum theory and design, valued knowledge, effective pedagogies and curriculum decision-making. I also worry 
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that such a move will ultimately lead to the forfeiture of curriculum control not only by the states, but more importantly by teachers and local communities. The stakes surrounding such an initiative are high.  
My questions Despite my long term professional engagement in curriculum and keen interest in educational policy changes at the state and national levels over many years, I first became aware that Australia was about to introduce a major overhaul of curriculum in 2006, when a slice of column space (no banner headlines here) on the front page of The Australian daily newspaper announced that it was on the political agenda.  In October 2006, The Hon. Julie Bishop, Minister for Education announced that there needed to be a national ‘commonsense curriculum’ and that curriculum decision-making should be taken out of the hands of the state bureaucracies (Topsfield & Rood, 2006).  This was not an ‘only to be expected’ moment that, like many policy announcements had been secretly-but-openly leaked to the media. In fact the announcement came as a surprise. So, my initial thoughts were, ‘where did this come from?’ and ‘why are we doing this?’ and later, after the initial announcement had become well-known, ‘why aren’t people talking about this?’ These were the questions that perplexed me and it was these simple questions that prompted me to pursue further ways of understanding the reasons for an Australian Curriculum.   Much later, there were announcements about the reasons for a common Australian curriculum on the website of the National Curriculum Board ([NCB], later known as the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority [ACARA]), the statutory body that was established by the newly elected Labor government in 2008 to oversee the implementation of the Australian Curriculum. On the NCB website there were references to the need for ‘national consistency’ in educational provision given the disparity of retention rates and student achievement between states and for consistency for the education of children in mobile families. The issue of national consistency was one reason for the introduction of a national curriculum. However, this official response was not 
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convincing as it had rarely been referred to in any systematic way before, nor had it been identified as ‘a problem’. Besides, as Reid (2009) later claimed, those ‘mobile families’ represented a small percentage of the total school population and the logic behind the claim that a national curriculum would improve retention rates was never fully detailed (Reid, 2009, p. 12). National consistency for these reasons was hardly an imperative for a call for a national curriculum.  
 
Catalyst for curriculum questions and responses  In the process of trying to uncover the ‘real’ story that had led to the introduction of the Australian Curriculum, I initially recollected my own experiences of being engaged with curriculum change in schools. From these experiences, I was acutely aware that curriculum change even at a school level, is not something that can be entered into without personal reflection and a brutally honest acknowledgement of the purposes and implications behind the change that is being implemented – and whether the change is likely to make things better or worse than what was already in place, and for whom.  Equally important, my own experiences had taught me to be aware of the potential domino effect that changes in curriculum can have on understandings about the place of pedagogy and its intricate connection to curriculum content, the role of a teacher and students in the teaching and learning process and the construction of valued knowledge – and whether such outcomes had been factored into the decision-making process. While I refer to such phenomena in more detail in Chapter 1, suffice it to say that my own experience as an educator loomed large in the emotionally charged initial response and my early questions about the Australian Curriculum.  But such a perspective, while providing an important catalyst for further inquiry, was insufficient in providing the kind of responses that gave me the necessary clarity about the ways to pursue a deeper and more coherent response to my initial questions.  That is, what began as a knee-jerk response to the problem of the overwhelming acceptance of an Australian Curriculum was later supplanted by a more robust understanding of these events that was buttressed by an engagement with critical theory and critical pedagogy.  
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 The key tenets of neo-Marxist critical theory especially Gramsci’s (1971) concept of hegemony, and critical pedagogy, particularly Freire’s (1970/2000) notion of conscientisation (together with large slithers of autoethnographic narrative), have broadly served to frame this thesis and my responses to the Australian Curriculum. For me, critical theory (eg. Apple, 1990; Brookfield, 2005; Kincheloe & McLaren, 2005; McLaren & Kincheloe, 2007; Weis, McCarthy & Dimitriadis, 2006) and its educational adjunct critical pedagogy (eg. Freire, 1970/2000; Bigelow, 1990; Shor, 1992; hooks, 1994; Ladson-Billings, 1998; Hursh & Ross, 2000; McLaren, 2003; Kincheloe, 2007; Kumashiro, 2009; Smyth, 2009, 2010; Pruyn, 2013) focus on uncovering inconsistencies between what is said to be real and what is real. Critically pedagogic ways of acknowledging assumptions about curriculum and underlying values positions, have provided the conceptual tools to consider the Australian Curriculum in ways that have not been immediately obvious to many. Such theories and concepts have provided me with an intellectual wedge to prise open the lid of the Australian Curriculum in order to expose alternative meanings, intentions and implications of this initiative. In particular, critical pedagogy based on promoting a more fully democratic society through schooling centralises an explicit values position with a clear focus on the importance of fostering a more just and equitable society. Critical pedagogy also highlights the ways in which a commitment to such values can impact on all aspects of curriculum, including the nature of preferred pedagogies, the construction of power relations in the classroom and questions about what knowledge students should learn and/or create. A critical pedagogy firmly allocates the right and the responsibility for us as teachers to be able to ‘re-invent our own critical pedagogy, our own education for social change, for ourselves, based on our own contexts’ (Pruyn & Garcia, 2001, n.p.). Such a perspective is useful in summarising the key themes that emerge in this thesis, that is, the imperative to provide autonomy and agency to teachers to use their professional capacity and to work with their contexts for social change.   For the purposes of this thesis, the broad frame of critical theory and its translation in critical pedagogy also provide useful and relevant theoretical tools 
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to puncture much of the rhetoric and discourse surrounding the rationale, the purpose, the curriculum architecture and the content of the Australian Curriculum so that an alternative vision is possible (Apple, 2000b). Further, my own professional encounters with dissonance and worry over curriculum and pedagogical issues in schools and elsewhere have provided a grassroots lens from which to consider the Australian Curriculum. In this instance, the personal and political collide and from such experiences I suggest that there is not only a theoretically defensible but ultimately, a practical and achievable, alternative approach to curriculum. For me, such an approach foregrounds a number of issues: the intimate connections between curriculum knowledge and pedagogy, those twin elements of any curriculum that are in constant suspended animation; it asks different and deeper questions of curriculum content; and it centralises an activist role for teachers and students than what is currently in place. More to the point, critical pedagogy demonstrates that there are alternative ways of viewing curriculum than the one provided in the Australian Curriculum – and that such alternatives need to be publically and openly explored and discussed.   Thus, in this thesis, professional experiences and curiosities have given me the questions; critical theory and critical pedagogy have given me the words and ideas to frame a response.   
Thesis Statement & Position Clarification The title of this thesis is: A critical analysis of the Australian Curriculum (History).  I argue that the introduction and construction of the Australian Curriculum have been characterised by a lack of relevant debate on key issues such as the purposes of the curriculum and the nature of curriculum theory that should inform all aspects of curriculum architecture and design.  In later chapters I extend this analysis to more specifically refer to the content of the Australian Curriculum: History and discuss the possible immediate and long term implications of decisions that have been made.   Before I elaborate on these claims, at the outset I do want to clarify my position. I acknowledge that there has been ‘consultation’ about the Australian 
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Curriculum. There have been a number of avenues in which the Australian public can comment on the Australian Curriculum so that there has been a degree of openness about this initiative. For example, publically documented statements and responses from peak bodies have challenged aspects of the Australian Curriculum (for example, the History Teachers Association website; correspondence from the Australian Curriculum Coalition [ACC]; the Australian Curriculum Studies Association [ACSA]; the Australian Education Union [AEU]). Further, there have been numerous central and state based discussion forums led by ACARA to engage in discussions about the Australian Curriculum. I acknowledge the consultation process with key stakeholders and subject associations in various learning areas, with interested lobby groups and with teacher unions and bureaucrats.  I also recognise the extensive online opportunities to provide feedback to ACARA on the Australian Curriculum.  The range of opportunities to provide feedback is not the issue I wish to raise.   What I do argue is that the parameters of this consultation process have been limited to a focus on curriculum details, not curriculum purpose or construction.  It is a situation reminiscent of the house that has been built to lock-up stage.  The site, the decision to build, the plan, the foundations, the frame and the walls are in place – now it is time to decide on the fittings and décor. In terms of the Australian Curriculum, the focus of the various forums and the online opportunities has largely been reactionary or about tinkering with details that will not fundamentally alter what has already been decided about curriculum structure. Educators and members of the community have been invited to react to what is there, to rearrange the details rather than to question assumptions and perspectives that form the basis of curriculum design. We have not been invited to discuss in meaningful ways the range of purposes that an Australian Curriculum might serve nor how such purposes might be reflected in the choice of curriculum theory that might inform its structure. We have not had meaningful conversations, or what Freire (1970/2000) would describe as ‘dialogue’, about the fundamental place of pedagogy or conversations about contexts or diversity. We have not had meaningful conversations about, for example, the practical and epistemological 
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implications of the eradication of the Studies of Society and Environment learning area and its ‘replacements’: History, and then Geography and then Civics and Citizenship Education and then Economics and Business. Instead, we have been informed of the big picture and asked to consult on the minutiae.  As a result, there have been no spaces to countenance alternative visions of the purposes of the curriculum and alternative ways of envisioning the construction of curriculum.   
Elaboration of thesis claims: hegemony I now want to elaborate on my thesis claims. My first claim is that the Australian community has generally given its consent to the idea of an Australian Curriculum. As has been mentioned, there has been a lack of significant popular debate about why such a curriculum is necessary when the reasons that were initially provided by government were limited and unconvincing. In the task of analysing the popular acceptance of the Australian Curriculum, in this thesis I refer to critical theory and, in particular, to Gramsci’s (1971) notion of hegemony, or, what Hawkes (2003) describes as that ‘nexus of material and ideological instruments through which the ruling class maintains power’ (p. 114). Such a concept provides insights into how ostensibly unpalatable decisions may be constructed to appear beneficial to the majority of people. I allege that the apparent acceptance of, and popular consent given to, the idea of an Australian Curriculum is the result of hegemonic ideological forces situated in national and global neo-liberal contexts that have fashioned popular understandings of what a curriculum is and that this has spawned an acceptance of changes in the locus of power over curriculum decisions. I claim that we can account for the overwhelming acceptance of a prescriptive national curriculum, despite the way in which the initiative leads to the forfeiture of curriculum control not only by the states as their constitutional right and responsibility, but also by teachers and students because the discourse surrounding the implementation of the curriculum, as expressed in policy documents and elsewhere, has been constructed to appear benign, contemporary, self-evident and ultimately unproblematic.   
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Conscientisation Second, and as an extension of the first claim, the Australian Curriculum has been framed using a particular discourse that suggests that it will be appropriate for Australia and all Australians. However, such a discourse excludes debate over the possibility of alternative viewpoints and obscures implicit assumptions about who ultimately has control over decisions regarding valued knowledge. Using the theoretical tools provided largely by Freire (1970/2000) and his notion of conscientisation, I argue that the Australian Curriculum, despite its claims to the contrary, offers conservative understandings about knowledge, effective pedagogies and power; that it places knowledge as something to be prescribed by ‘experts’, that it situates teachers as policy implementers and, importantly, does not recognise the real and valid contributions of students or others in the development of, and engagement with, curriculum. It provides only limited access to knowledges that have not been explicitly inserted into the curriculum.  
‘Thin’ curriculum Third, the deference to global trends and workforce needs that have ultimately framed the Australian Curriculum have produced a prescriptive, narrow and exclusionary, or what I call a ‘thin’ curriculum. Such a thin curriculum is one that essentially equates curriculum with a product, and where prescribed content is central to understanding what a curriculum is.  I argue that what is missing is an articulated description of a curriculum theory that provides the foundations for its normative purpose, organization and structure.  Such an omission, rather than oversight, highlights the scant regard with which the value of curriculum and other educational theory, such as the imperatives of its broader social purpose, its diverse contexts and the dynamic intellectual work of teachers and students as filters or creators of knowledge, has been accorded to its construction and its content.  Instead it has relied on policy directives orchestrated by global neoliberal imperatives to shape what it is, to determine what is included and what is excluded, and to designate who should decide these things.  An outcome of this narrowing of curriculum will be to de-intellectualise and sterilise the work of 
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teachers (eg. Giroux, 1985, 2010; Smyth, Dow, Hattam, Reid & Shacklock, 2000) that it will squeeze the range of pedagogies that can be practically implemented and that it is likely to foster cultures of bland conformity among students.   
‘Thick’ curriculum Based on the tenets of critical pedagogy, I finally argue that a more responsive and a more pedagogically responsible ‘thick’ approach to curriculum is necessary. If we are to engage students especially those already marginalised, in the learning process then a recognition and an analysis of the problematic nature of curriculum is required.  This is because the building of and working with curriculum is a multidimensional, fluid and evolutionary task that goes well beyond lists of skills and content, the scopes and sequences, to be covered. I will be arguing that if real learning is to occur, then in the design phase and throughout the process of implementation, in accordance with the parameters of critical pedagogy, a curriculum has to acknowledge the spaces that allow for local input and action. Such a position will allow for greater transparency in exposing understandings about the nature of knowledge, its purposes, its internal logic and its limitations.   It is through the example of the Australian Curriculum: History that I elaborate on this claim.  Through an exploration of the extensive range of purposes that a history curriculum may provide (eg. Carr, 1961; Hobsbawm, 1997; Shemilt, 2000; Taylor, 2000; Ahonen, 2001; Low-Beer, 2003; Seixas & Peck, 2004; Levesque, 2008; Tosh, 2008; Lee, 2011) and an analysis of the highly politicised nature of the debate on history teaching that preceded the introduction of the Australian Curriculum: History, I argue that the ways in which the Australian Curriculum History has been framed and understood is narrow and limited and confined to what The Hon Julie Bishop (2006), the then Minister for Education described as ‘the sensible centre’.  In these alternative perspectives I suggest that it is both possible and desirable to propose different curricular constructions that are more likely to engage, celebrate and value the work of teachers and students in curriculum decision-making and to explore what might 
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be done to mitigate the often alienating and demeaning effects of a prescriptive curriculum. Ultimately, I allege that such alternative constructions of the curriculum will contribute to the development of a more vibrant society and individuals who are more likely to be engaged in learning in schools. However, while it is possible to achieve such a curriculum, this is likely to remain merely a ‘romantic possibilitarian’ (Apple, 2000b, p. 229) unless conversations about curriculum where alternative visions are acknowledged and embraced can be factored into the discourse.  
Contribution to knowledge This thesis raises important questions about curriculum. Curriculum is always embedded in a context and as such, it is the product of the particular values considered important at a particular time, a construction that is never unbiased (Vinson & Ross, 2004).  Curriculum is the face and the repository of all things deemed, at least by some, to be valuable, desirable and defensible in society and it is neither natural nor self-explanatory.  It can be futuristic or nostalgic, a source of social reaction, continuity, change or transformation and emancipation.  It can tell us about how we understand children and what we wish for them.  It can tell us what is important to know and be able to do, what to believe and who to believe.  It flicks up ideal constructions of students, teachers, schools and resources.  It can be variously regarded as an elastic sided sump, or a litmus paper, or even a social and economic panacea. Curriculum provides an overt and tacit indicator of the aims of education, the intended results of an educational experience and how as a society we can imagine our future. What knowledge we choose to include in the curriculum and how we decide are fundamental curriculum questions that are central to the process of schooling. The value laden and contextual nature of curriculum and curriculum knowledge has been talked about for a long time.  Michael Young (1971) alerted us to the ways in which some forms of knowledge are validated and embraced in a school curriculum, while other forms exclude the experiences and perspectives or ‘funds of knowledge’ (Gonzales, Moll & Amanti, 2005) of other social groups. 
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Frequently hidden are those assumptions about knowledge that are valued and selected for inclusion in school curricula and serve to ensure that certain groups maintain control so that curriculum serves to ‘stratify knowledge’ and ‘privilege the children of the powerful elites’ (Johnson & Reid, 1999, p. x). Amongst others, the considerable corpus of work by international authors on the subject of curriculum and its ideological roots, including the work of Giroux (1981, 2006, 2010), Apple (1990, 2000b, 2006, 2009), McLaren & Kincheloe (2007), as well as Australian authors such as Kenway (2008), Down (2009) and Smyth (2009) who have all in various ways highlighted the process by which inequality is maintained and particular forms of knowledge are  ‘legitimated’ over other forms of knowledge in the curriculum. An outcome is that much curriculum serves either to include or marginalise certain groups, because the selection of content and approach to curriculum organisation, delivery and assessment favours or excludes the inherent and localised knowledge held by certain other groups.  The exclusionary details, often left hidden in the curriculum ‘under a veneer of inclusivity’  (Johnson & Reid, 1999, p. x) serves to alienate swathes of young people from purposefully engaging in the curriculum and thus, ultimately the curriculum serves to reproduce the status quo. Without scrutiny, a curriculum may appear to be objective, neutral or ‘important’ for and inclusive of all students, whatever their economic, gender, ability, or racial status or their intended futures, but can ultimately result in their exclusion and alienation from the process of learning.    Such a description of the exclusionary nature of knowledge contained in curriculum can also be applied to the Australian Curriculum. In this thesis, I consider the ways in which understandings of global pressures and national policy, including Quality Education: The case for an education revolution in our 
schools (2008), have shaped what we understand to be legitimate knowledge and who decides.  Using the lens of critical theory and critical pedagogy, I will scrutinise the current curriculum, especially the Australian Curriculum: History, to understand those areas that exclude, especially for those already marginalised by virtue of their economic, racial or geographic status. Equally important, in 
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following Ball’s (2008) work, I explore the potential impacts that the rationale, the architecture and the content of the Australian curriculum suggest, the assumptions that inhere in this set of documents and the ways they position teachers and students. Such a position is nicely summarised by words such as these, written in 1922 by an inspector of schools (Holmes, cited in Goodson, 1995): What the Department did to the teacher, it compelled him to do to the child. The teacher who is the slave of another's will, cannot carry out his instructions except by making his pupils the slaves of his own will. The teacher who has been deprived by his (sic) superiors of freedom, initiative and responsibility, cannot carry out his instructions except by depriving his pupils of the same vital qualities. The teacher who, in response to the deadly pressure of a cast-iron system … cannot carry out his instructions except by making his pupils as helpless and puppet-like as himself. … a uniform syllabus is in the nature of things, a bad syllabus. (p. 219)  Ultimately, and in the spirit of a critical pedagogy, I propose alternative structures and approaches that may be considered to address and redress such constrictions and exclusions in order to arouse debate beyond the obvious and beyond the minutiae, to explore bigger conceptual frames. 
 
Thesis structure This is a thesis by publication.  Chapters 3, 4 and 5 have been published in three separate journals and together form a clear section of this thesis. Chapter 3, ‘A national Australian Curriculum: in whose interests?’ was published in the Asia 
Pacific Journal of Education (2012) Vol 32(3), pp. 259-269.  Chapter 4, ‘The Australian Curriculum: finding the hidden narrative?’ was published in Critical 
Studies in Education (2012) Vol 53(3), pp. 347-360 and Chapter 5, ‘The Australian Curriculum: the challenges of a thin curriculum?’ was published online in 
Discourse: the Cultural Politics of Education in 2013 and will be available in hard copy in May 2015.  These chapters have each been blind peer reviewed in respected scholarly journals and form the central core of this thesis. My initial intention was that the final chapter, ‘Towards a thick and more critical reinvention of the Australian Curriculum: History’ should also form part of the 
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corpus of published articles.  However, given the nature of the topic and the need to embrace more grassroots examples of a thick curriculum, publication in a strictly scholarly journal was inappropriate and was ultimately inserted in this thesis as an unpublished chapter. I also believe that the decision not to prepare Chapter 7 as a published article strengthens the flow of the thesis because it is directly linked with Chapter 6, a chapter that includes important references to the nature and importance of history in schools as well as the pertinent preceding events that contextualise the ultimate construction of the Australian Curriculum: History. I have divided this thesis into three sections (Section I, Section II and Section III), together with a separate introduction and a conclusion, plus two appendices. Chapters were selected for each section because they shared a similar thematic focus. The two appendices that appear at the end of the thesis have been inserted to assist the reader to readily access information about the structure and content of the Australian Curriculum.  The first appendix provides an overview of the Australian Curriculum and the second appendix provides an overview of the content of the Australian Curriculum: History. This thesis has some distinctive characteristics.  First, about 40 per cent of the thesis has been published in scholarly journals and these have provided the core of the thesis. Chapters 1 and 2 and Chapters 6 and 7 bookend these published chapters and provide coherence and extension to the thesis.  The chapters that form the introduction and conclusion have been included to provide additional contextual and discursive elements.  It also should be noted that while a more orthodox thesis might be characterised by consistency in writing styles between chapters, this thesis features a degree of ‘genre jumping’ where those chapters that have already been published have been written according to the specifications of each of the scholarly journals in which they appeared (eg. word limit, audience, aims of the journal). The other chapters have not been subject to such constraints and the differences in tone and length and some minor changes in formatting may seem discordant for some readers.  This I believe is unavoidable and should not diminish the quality of the overall thesis. In addition, 
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the use of published chapters in a thesis means that there is an unavoidable time warp between those chapters and the unpublished chapters.  That is, the three published chapters were written in 2011 and 2012 and since that time there have been developments that would have been acknowledged in a more traditional thesis. For example, since the publication of these chapters, ACARA has produced 
Student Diversity and the Australian Curriculum: Advice for Principals, Schools and 
Teachers (2013) which acknowledges the necessity for accommodations to the Australian Curriculum for students for whom English is a second or additional language or dialect, for gifted and talented students, and for those students with disabilities.  A critical response to the publication of such a document could not be incorporated into the relevant section of this thesis. Similarly work by Gilbert and Hoepper (2014) on the Australian Curriculum can only be given fleeting reference, despite the relevance of a number of claims made in that text.  
Content of each chapter This Introduction provides an overview of the thesis, its structure and its contribution to knowledge. The theoretical and contextual elements provide an overview of my argument, the reasons why this issue is important and it raises challenges about how it might further our knowledge of curriculum, especially in history.   
Section I: Chapters 1 and 2.  Chapter 1 provides the methodological framework for this thesis.  I have adopted an autoethnographic approach (Brookfield, 1995, 1998; Reed-Danahay, 1997; Buzard, 2003; Atkinson, 2006; Bochner, 2000; Ellingham & Ellis, 2008; Ellis, Adams & Bochner, 2010; Hayler, 2010) to explain the sources of my engagement in curriculum issues.  Autoethnography, as explained by Buzard (2003) is ‘the study, representation or knowledge of a culture by one or more of its members’ (p. 61) and is reminiscent of Mills’ (1959) thesis that the private is always embroiled in the public and that individual experiences cannot be isolated from the broader context in which the individual is situated. Autoethnography is an intentionally 
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subjective approach that can use critical reflection as a tool to interrogate ‘how we know’ and how that knowledge may be put to an activist purpose ‘to change the world and make it a better place’ (Denzin, 2000, p. 256). Such an approach where the personal, is embroiled in ‘the web of reality’ (Kincheloe & McLaren, 2005, p. 316) provides an understanding of ‘how I know’ and thus provides a useful means of interrogating the current Australian Curriculum.  This is a powerful methodological tool that can situate particular values positions and identities and help us, as Brookfield (1998) says, to ‘understand why we gravitate towards certain ways of doing things and why we avoid certain others’ (p. 198). In this thesis, the personal experiences demonstrate my on-going interest in the sources and characteristics of fluctuations in curriculum and pedagogy. Chapter 2 provides the theoretical framework for this thesis. Unlike the previous chapter, an analysis of critical theory and critical pedagogy are the starting points in which I later situate my professional self. The discourse and conceptual understandings provided by critical theory and critical pedagogy give me the words to name those experiences. In particular, in this chapter I am indebted to Freire’s (1970/2000) notion of conscientisation and how greater exposure to critical pedagogy has cast a frame of reference over experiences. Further, such a way of engaging with theory can demonstrate the practical applications and limitations of theory in personal and professional contexts, and which may equally apply to current curriculum constructions. Critical theory together with critical pedagogy provide the tools to question what is superficially obvious and normal and can help to expose sub-textual narratives and contradictions that may go unnoticed without such a frame of reference. Such theory can also provide the tools to enable greater professional licence to teachers to ask uncomfortable questions about curriculum and pedagogy, to assert and acknowledge their intellectual capacity to create educational experiences that centralise the place of contextual elements and to engage in an on-going but constructive criticality. Importantly for this thesis this chapter asserts that rhetoric exists, that critical theory and critical pedagogy give the tools 
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to expose this rhetoric and that alternative ways of viewing the purpose and construction of curriculum need to be aired.  
Section II: Chapters 3, 4 and 5 As I have mentioned, the next three chapters comprise articles that were published in scholarly journals in 2012 and 2013.   Chapter 3, ‘The national Australian Curriculum: In whose interests?’ was published in the Asia Pacific Journal of Education. This chapter asks questions about the lack of debate and an overwhelming acceptance of the idea of the Australian Curriculum. I claim that we can account for this by recognising the impact of hegemonic global and national neoliberal forces that have framed how we understand the purposes of education. The purpose of education in this context is primarily deemed to be pragmatic, that is, to produce students with marketable skills that can be used to develop Australia’s economy in an increasingly competitive global context. The problem with such a perspective is that it ignores the possibility that curriculum can and should be more than driven by economic needs, that is, that there are alternative ways of understanding the purposes of the curriculum, but these alternatives have not been contemplated in the Australian Curriculum. I argue that Gramsci’s (1971) concept of hegemony provides a valuable theoretical tool to explain the reasons why the Australian states and territories have overwhelmingly endorsed changes in curriculum despite the fact that such a move largely relinquishes their control over the curriculum in schools to the Commonwealth government. Such a move can be explained, at least in part, to a largely unquestioning hegemonic acceptance of global trends in defining the purposes of schooling and worthwhile knowledge.  Here the neoliberal project where, for Down (2009), ‘the market is the central organising principle for all political, social and economic decisions’ (p. 51) – including education – is dominant and self-evident.   I argue in Chapter 3 that such a discourse and outlook has framed the way in which the Australian Curriculum has been advertised and sold to the Australian public. The influences of international testing regimes, of 
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the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) policy and the public constructions provided by political and educational leaders have essentially been framed around ‘competitive’ and ‘global’ agendas that have appeared to be normal and completely reasonable in that they allow for few alternative constructions of the purpose of schooling. Ultimately, this economic agenda under global neoliberal conditions has the potential to sideline other important considerations, such as addressing issues of diversity and local contexts that must inhere in any curriculum provision.  In the next two chapters I move from a macro perspective of the Australian Curriculum to the more micro elements of curriculum architecture and narratives. Chapter 4, ‘The Australian Curriculum: Bringing about conformity?’, reveals the competing and inconsistent narratives that inform The Shape of the Australian 
Curriculum v. 2.0 (2010). This document was published to link the rationale and curriculum architecture of the Australian Curriculum with the goals of the 
Melbourne Declaration of the Educational Goals of Schooling for Young Australians [the Melbourne Declaration] (2008) – an earlier document designed to inform the organisation and content of the Australian Curriculum.  Freire’s (1970/2000) notion of conscientisation provides the theoretical tools to consider the democratic potential of any curriculum, particularly normative concerns relating to social justice and inclusion. I argue that the discourse that has been used in The Shape of the Australian Curriculum, v. 2.0 (2010) provides a superficial sense of neutrality and reasonableness that camouflages a more ideological orientation, especially in terms of the way in which official knowledge, pedagogy and power have been constructed and positioned.  In this way, it is assumed that such reasonableness speaks for itself and so there is little need for further debate. I argue that a global neoliberal context is informing the architecture and content of the curriculum rather than a considered and reasoned vision of curriculum theory, or even an articulated values stance or even as a response to demonstrated local needs. I claim that The 
Shape of the Australian Curriculum v. 2.0 (2010) is presented as unproblematic and uncontroversial but when viewed through the lens of critical pedagogy, 
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implicit assumptions are revealed, especially those relating to understandings about knowledge, pedagogy and power. The paper concludes that counter hegemonic and more dialogic discourses associated with Freire’s critical pedagogy are needed to balance the prescriptive and top down curriculum that is currently being prepared. Moving to a narrower focus on the architecture of the history curriculum Chapter 5, ‘The Australian Curriculum: History – the challenges of a thin curriculum?’, was made available online in Discourse: Cultural Politics of Education in 2013 (doi: 10.1080/01596306.2013.829659) and will be published in hard copy in May 2015. As an outcome of the broader neoliberal policy context, or the ‘neoliberal policy frames’ (Ball, 2008) from which it emerged, this is a policy context that is characterised by narrowing of understandings about curriculum and school education. Using the principles of critical pedagogy, I argue that the Australian Curriculum: History is a ‘thin’ curriculum. Such a construction, in deference to Geertz’s (1973) use of this term in anthropology (and by others such as Shankman, 1984; Barber, 2004; Carr, 2008; Zyngier, 2010; and Pruyn, 2012 in various disciplinary contexts) is characterised by an understanding of curriculum as a noun and where the content, rather than curriculum theory or process of construction, define what curriculum is. A thin curriculum creates considerable challenges including the lack of any space for more local and marginalised histories to be inserted into the curriculum, the likelihood that teachers are forced to resort to ‘pedagogies of speed’ rather than creative or dialogic and participatory pedagogies and the absence of any student presence or voice in curriculum decision-making. This thin curriculum is fundamentally prescriptive, narrow, exclusionary and is assumed to be appropriate for all.  
Section III: Chapters 6 and 7 In Chapter 6 I move sideways away from a focus on curriculum to consider common understandings about the purpose of history and the study of history in schools.  I do this because in order to situate recent curriculum constructions in history requires that the curriculum be situated within a broader disciplinary 
19  
frame.  Further, given its range of intrinsic and instrumental purposes and its propensity to be politicised, I refer to the ‘History Wars’ in Australia that were waged by historians and taken up by politicians in the public arena and to the History Summit that followed. These events were significant in planting clear ideological markers about where those in government stood in terms of the purpose of history that is taught in schools and were raised again in later announcements by The Hon. Christopher Pyne, Commonwealth Minister for Education, in January 2014. With reference to the rationale of the Australian Curriculum: History and to a number of depth studies, I then position the Australian Curriculum: History within this body of work.    The final chapter, Chapter 7, is closely linked to the previous two chapters. In Chapter 7 I provide a sense of the possible – an alternative and thick construction of history curriculum based on the tenets of a critical pedagogy, with a particular focus on years 7 to 10. I argue that it is possible and desirable to offer an alternative view of curriculum – or, a ‘thick’ curriculum – to the current Australian Curriculum: History. The tenets of a critical pedagogy provide the theoretical tools to challenge the construction of a thin curriculum and create a ‘thick’ curriculum that is rigorous, more inclusive, engaging and activist. Such a thick curriculum relies on discussion, controversy, contestability - and conversation. An alternative construction sees curriculum as a more fluid and interactive artefact created in situ by those for whom it is intended. With a focus on perspectives of content knowledge, pedagogy and the role of students, I allege that a thick curriculum based on the tenets of a critical pedagogy that is contextually sensitive and participatory can be as rigorous as the current curriculum but more importantly, contribute to greater engagement and activism by teachers and students. Using the work of Zinn (1980/1999, 2002, 2009) and others, I reconstruct samples of the depth studies from the Australian Curriculum: History to indicate that it is possible to reframe historical content in ways that encourage deeper questioning, criticality and a more activist approach.  In the Conclusion, I claim that the current Australian Curriculum has been conceived in a global context that frames curriculum as unproblematic and 
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natural.  I want to end by asserting that if curriculum is to be effective, there needs to be meaningful and extensive conversations at national as well as a local levels about its purpose and the principles - about learning and teaching, about diversity, about its normative intent - that frame its construction. As I have argued, curriculum is not something that can be glibly or simplistically defined and constructed. Effective curriculum needs to be constantly massaged and shaped, interrogated and refined, talked about, and collaborated over. It requires professional risk taking and a constant criticality. Nothing is immune from further scrutiny, and all visions are allowed (Apple, 2000b), or at least, up for debate. 
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Theoretical Frameworks 
 
    
 
  
22  
 
Chapter 1 
 
How I know:  
‘Being native’ as a way to understand  
curriculum and pedagogy 
 
 
 
Chapter Overview In this chapter I describe and use an autoethnographic methodological approach as a way to understand ‘how I know’ about curriculum – and what may be done with that knowledge.   In my case, a particular focus on the use of critical reflection, a tool that legitimises the subjective, provides insights into my deeply held but previously subconsciously sedimented experiences of curriculum and pedagogy.  The stories that have emerged from my professional history collated here into a more coherent narrative, have been used to begin to theorise about the nature of effective curriculum design, development and decision-making.    The personal stories highlight the importance of teacher agency, of conversations and collaboration about curriculum and the potential implications of any curriculum decisions that are made.  
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How to encompass in our minds the complexity of some lived moments in life?  You don’t do that with theories … You do it with a story (Coles, quoted in Bochner, 2000, p. 271)   
Introduction  I have always had a professional interest in curriculum and pedagogy, especially in the Social Education1 learning area. As a teacher for ten years in Victorian government and Catholic secondary schools and later, for even more years as a teacher educator in several Australian universities, I have never really felt that I gained a sufficiently comprehensive and theoretically justifiable understanding of the essential, ‘non-negotiable’ components of curriculum and pedagogy in Social Education. It is what I call my ‘professional niggle’, and as expected, the answer has remained elusive. It is not surprising then that with the introduction of the Australian Curriculum, especially the introduction of a new curriculum in History (and Geography and Civics and Citizenship), I found a place for my ‘professional niggle’ to gain focus. The current roll out of the Australian Curriculum effectively serves as an opportune time and place to consider questions about curriculum and pedagogy.  In this context, I want to ask:  
• Where have my understandings of curriculum and pedagogy come from?  
• How might these experiences and understandings provide one lens through which the Australian curriculum can be viewed and assessed?  It is by using my situated and contextual experiences as a teacher that I want to gain a clearer recognition of the assumptions I have held about curriculum and pedagogy. I want to unravel and critique those aspects of my professional history that have contributed to my current perspectives. That is, I want to extrapolate and reconsider the purpose and nature of current curriculum reform as provided by the Australian Curriculum and use my own experience in which I was working as an educator, to shed some light on understandings about curriculum and pedagogy – and the extent to which broader policy contexts have framed those                                                         
1 In this thesis I use the term Social Education to refer to the variously named integrated learning area 
taught in schools that encompasses disciplines such as History, Geography, Civics and Citizenship 
Education, Economics, Legal Studies. 
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experiences.  
An autoethnographic approach Given the nature of my questions, and the personal investment in their resolution, I have applied an autoethnographic methodological approach in this thesis.  Autoethnography creates a legitimate (though not uncontroversial) space to critically interrogate personal and cultural perspectives, assumptions and understandings of social phenomena. In this chapter, my personal context as a former teacher in secondary schools will provide a focus on my understandings about curriculum and pedagogy. I have adopted an autoethnographic approach because it urges us to consider how our perspectives – formed in the personal and situated in demarcated and overlapping political and social contexts - might ideally inform the creation of future, more socially responsive and responsible change.  The use of both professional and personal viewpoints that inhere in an autoethnographic methodology, together with the imperative to put that interpretation to an activist purpose, is appealing because it not only urges us, but gives us licence, to go beyond the theoretical. As Holman Jones (2005) proposes, autoethnography is about:  how looking at the world from a specific, perspectival and limited vantage  point can tell, teach and put people in motion … [and] … create space for  dialogue and debate  that instigates and shapes social change. (p. 763)   Making sense of my professional experience through such ‘dialogue and debate’ and putting it to a broader purpose would be an ideal outcome of this research. As teaching professionals, we constantly reflect on our practice and content but rarely are we given the opportunity to systematically document and make sense of the inner dialogue and debate that autoethnography offers.  
Autoethnography: A recent methodological approach Autoethnography is a relatively recent methodological approach situated in the increasingly diverse field of qualitative research.  Since the mid-1950s, autoethnography has gained increasing credibility and legitimacy in the field of qualitative inquiry. Anderson (2006) has noted that Hayano was one of the first to 
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use ‘insider ethnography’ when referring to work done by Firth in the 1930s (p. 376).  Hughes, Pennington and Makris (2012) note that the tensions between ‘going native’ (as an outside researcher joining a cultural group) and ‘being native’ (as an inside researcher within a cultural group) that became a famous part of Firth’s work, have now been regarded as a characteristic that separates ethnography from autoethnography.  From these first tentative roots as described by Hayano in the 1970s, Tedlock (1991) goes so far as to say that autoethnography had become ‘a swollen river of self-revelatory celebration by the 1980s’ (p. 79) and that its increase in popularity has spawned publications and interest in autoethnography beyond anthropology to a number of other disciplines.    Considerable autoethnographic work has been undertaken in the fields of literary theory, sociology, and media studies and in various aspects of health research.  Further, much autoethnographic research work in education has also occurred (eg, Ball & Goodson 1985; Clandinin & Connelly, 1986, 1996; Chang, 2007; Dyson, 2007; Hayler, 2007; Wilson, 2007; Starr, 2012) since the 1980s. Thus, according to Hayler (2010), autoethnography has ‘moved from the margins’ (p. 5) to become for its proponents, a respectable and legitimate methodology to use in contexts where understanding ‘how we know’ is foregrounded.  However, it is understandable that in the midst of this wave of interest, changes in the nature and construction of autoethnography make, as Ellingham and Ellis (2008) claim, ‘precise definition … difficult’ (p. 449) and its claims to rigour and respectability have come under scrutiny.  
Autoethnography and the position of the researcher At its most basic level, autoethnography is ‘the study, representation or knowledge of a culture by one or more of its members’ (Buzard, 2003, p. 61).  As the name suggests and in its most general sense, Bochner (2000) claims that the three axes of autoethnography are of self (auto), culture (ethnos) and descriptive research (graphy). Put in another way, it is about positioning the self as researcher within a specific context to describe and analyse that experience. 
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Hughes et al (2012) state that an autoethnographic approach is one where ‘the researcher takes an active … systematic view of personal experience in relation to cultural groups as similar to self (ie us) or as other who differ from the self (ie, them)’ (p. 209).  In this sense, the researcher – whether ‘being native’ or ‘going native’ - is centre stage in the research process. Rather than lurking in a distanced and objectified fringe of the research event, the spotlight is on the researcher as protagonist. Autoethnography situates and embroils the researcher within the research site as both a self-reflective and self-reflexive, legitimate participant. Reed-Danahay (1997) goes so far as to suggest that the autoethnographer is a ‘boundary crosser’ who has a ‘dual identity’ (p. 3) but is one who also can sit comfortably, ethically and rigorously, in both spheres of researcher and researched.    As a result of this ‘boundary crosser’ position, a characteristic of autoethnography is that it allows the researcher through critical reflection of present or past events to describe experiences that shaped their understanding of particular phenomena. This positioning facilitates the exposure of her/his previously unrecognised and hidden assumptions and motivations behind experiences and their emotional and professional impacts on the self.  This means that experiences are intentionally stripped bare, revealing insights that may have remained hidden without the imperative to see, as Gornick (cited in Holman Jones, 2005) has said, ‘one’s own frightened or cowardly or self-deceived part’ (p. 767).  It encourages exposure of the researcher’s ‘emotional credibility, vulnerability and honesty’ (Bochner, 2000, p. 270). As such, autoethnography aims to clarify personal and professional positions and sources of unease. It deliberately seeks out the wellsprings of disjuncture, where the intersection of professional dissonances collides with emotional tropes.   
Autoethnographer as change agent In the process, most importantly, an autoethnographic study can emphasise the political by providing resolutions that stress the structural and unspoken 
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influences of broader political contexts in the framing and naming of that personal and professional dissonance. In this way autoethnography, in commandeering  C. Wright Mills’ (1959) terminology, is commonly referred to as both personal and political. In such a context, Kincheloe and McLaren (2005) claim that the researcher can ‘clarify his or her position in the web of reality … and the ways they shape the production and interpretation of knowledge’ (p. 316) so that the research process can be viewed as situated and contextual - and the subsequent analysis reflect broader cultural or political frames of reference.  Thus, while an outcome of autoethnography may be an aesthetic one that re-creates a sense of a culture or experience through a poignant narrative, or it may be more akin to Anderson’s (2006) ‘analytic autoethnography’, most importantly, what largely separates autoethnography from biography or memoir, is that it has the potential to ‘change the world and make it a better place’ (Denzin 2000, p. 256). For Clough (2000) this moral imperative and political driver then distinguishes autoethnography from other forms of biography and insists that connections to reflection and analysis should create ‘new parameters of the social’ (p. 290). The narrative or other product created by the researcher-self that is produced must simultaneously ‘help the reader … to understand and feel the phenomena under scrutiny’ (Bochner, 2000, p. 270) and also reflect a broader cultural (or political) purpose. In this way, the autoethnographic project does more than merely ‘tell a story’ for its own sake but positions that story within a larger context and for a greater or more activist purposes.  As Ellis (2004) has argued, such an approach combines ‘research, writing, story and method that connect the autobiographical and personal to the cultural, social and political’ (p. xix). In education, Ball and Goodson (1985) suggest that such an approach can be a useful way to reconstruct the broader ideological contexts in which teachers’ work and lives – and their perspectives of those contexts - are embedded.  Essentially, such an approach gives permission for the self-researcher to expose the often suppressed or ‘unfashionable’ ideas that shape experiences and interpretations of phenomena and create stronger pathways to understanding.  
28  
  
Autoethnography as reflective practice Fundamental to any autoethnographic project is the importance of critical reflective practice, which, as Brookfield (1998) claims ‘is a process of inquiry involving practitioners in trying to discover and research the assumptions that frame how they work’ (p. 197). For the purposes of this thesis, it is about the assumptions that frame how curriculum and pedagogy have been constructed and interpreted in the researcher’s own experience. Using either recollections created through hindsight including those seminal moments that are etched in memory or using in-the-moment observations, interviews or critical reflections, Brookfield suggests that it is through four ‘lenses’ that assumptions might be illuminated. The first lens is the lens of the researcher’s autobiography as learners of reflective practice. The purpose of such a perspective, according to Brookfield (1998), is to help us explain:  those parts of our practice to which we feel strongly committed, but that seem unconnected to any particular pedagogic model … recalling emotionally charged dimensions of our autobiographies as learners helps us understand why we gravitate toward certain ways of doing things and why we avoid certain others. (p. 198)   The lens of the learner and colleagues can promote another dimension to the ways our work can be viewed and understood by trying to ‘deliberately and systematically try to get inside the learners’ heads’ to see what is actually occurring from their points of view’ (p. 198). The use of colleagues’ perspectives can also provide ‘critical mirrors’ about our assumptions about practice and from their views, we can reposition our understandings of the same situations so that we can ‘reframe and broaden our own theories of practice’ (p. 200).  The fourth ‘lens’ is that provided by theoretical, philosophical and research literature (p. 197). An important aspect of this perspective is that, as Brookfield (1995) says: studying theory can help us realise that what we thought were signs of personal failings as practitioners can actually be interpreted as the inevitable consequence of certain economic, social and political processes. 
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(p. 36)     Equally, it may be said that our personal triumphs as practitioners might in some ways also be precipitated by those contexts.    In all, a real strength of autoethnography is that what might begin as a personal story tucked in the recesses of memory, through the use of critical reflections and responses to theory, can be dusted off and put to a broader intellectual and political purpose. While claiming a space for memory and emotion, an autoethnographic approach is essentially constructivist and potentially activist. As Ellis, Adams and Bochner (2010) remind us, autoethnography is:    a political, socially just and socially self-conscious act [in which] a  researcher uses tenets of autobiography and ethnography to do and write  autoethnography rendering the method both one of process and product.  (para.1)   
Criticisms of autoethnography Using a methodology that foregrounds subjectivity and situatedness in a doctoral dissertation jars with traditional quantitative or qualitative methodological approaches and instruments that feature in the majority of academic research.  Autoethnography eschews a clinical objectivity in favour of a reasoned and descriptive subjectivity; it cannot be verified nor legitimated in the same ways as other methodological approaches or even in comparison to much ethnographic research; its results cannot be validated or generalisable in the same ways as more quantitative approaches.  Charges that autoethnography is ‘literally lazy and intellectually lazy’ (Delamont, 2007, para. 2) or that it is ‘soft’ or ‘insufficiently rigorous’ (Ellis, et al., 2010, p. 37) and that it merely creates ‘author saturated texts’ (Geertz, 1988, p. 8) have been raised.  It has been regarded, Brookfield (1998) notes, as ‘hopelessly subjective and impressionistic’ and ‘merely anecdotal’ (p. 198).   
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 While these charges may have a degree of traction when applied to different research questions, when the research questions are related to perspectives or understandings of experiences, such claims cannot be so easily or glibly justified. This is because two of the essential differences between qualitative (including autoethnographic) and quantitative approaches are about its purpose and about its key questions – and therefore the criteria on which the research is judged. Hammersely (2008) alleges that, in essence, the task of qualitative research ‘is always to answer some specific questions about [the social world]’ and ‘it is about how the people studied see the world’ (pp. 50 & 46). Kincheloe and McLaren (2005) also claim that in social research (such as in this case) ‘the relationship between individuals and their contexts is a central dynamic to be investigated … [it is a] key ontological and epistemological concern’ (p. 320). As such, those truth claims relating to the social world must be recognised as complex, multidimensional, blurred and often contradictory because that is the nature of the social world, and people’s interpretations of it.  What is true and on what basis those claims to truth are made are firmly situated in the self-researcher critical reflections – and unashamedly so. As such, a key feature of an autoethnographic approach to research is that it situates the researcher as participant and informant in the research process and in the construction of its product.  It uses the experiences, subjectivities and emotions of the researcher as a key participant in data gathering and analysis and in this way, not only acknowledges the subjectivities of the researcher but embraces and flaunts these.  This is both intentional and deliberate.  An autoethnographic approach with the self-researcher as a key feature does not pretend to be distanced nor does it expect to be value-free, or, as Kincheloe and McLaren (2005) aptly claim, research should ‘not cling to the guardrail of neutrality’ (p. 305). Thus when criticisms about the trustworthiness of autoethnographic research methods are raised, it is important to remember the original purposes and questions being made by the research – and the extent to which particular criteria apply to its claims. 
 
Autoethnography: authenticity, validity, reliability and generalisability  
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More specifically, the bases of other criticisms of autoethnography have focused on claims regarding authenticity, validity, reliability and generalisability.  However in each of these categories such claims may be regarded as less relevant. If authenticity, according to Clough (1997), is the ‘ability to know how things really are is authorised by having been there to see, experience and feel it, firsthand’ (p. 101) then the use of self-researcher can be justified.  Similarly, in terms of reliability and generalisability, or the extent to which results can be replicated, then such a claim has limited traction in an autoethnographic study.  It is the very subjectivity of experience that is foregrounded, rather than whether such experiences are true for other cohorts. For Hughes, Pennington and Makris (2012) autoethnography does not focus on generalisbility in the traditional sense but ‘must describe phenomena in sufficient detail for the reader to determine whether the findings extend to analogous situations’ (p. 215).  That is, it is about the extent to which others might identify with the experience being described and find it meaningful and credible.  If validity, or, the extent to which the research measures what it is intended to measure and that the instruments used are appropriate, then the use of critical self reflection has merit. On the other hand, if validity is constructed to refer to ‘catalytic validity’ (Lather, cited in Kincheloe & McLaren, 2005) whereby the ‘research moves those it studies to understand the world and the way it is shaped in order to transform it’ (p. 324), then in this autoethnographic project, such a claim can be justified.  Thus, issues around validity, reliability and generalisability, those bastions of rigor in a quantitative paradigm, do not sit so easily in qualitative, including autoethnographic, approaches. As Holman Jones (2005) describes, the pillars of autoethnographic research are around ‘representation, legitimation and praxis: how much does a scholar know, how does she know it and what can she do with this knowledge in the world?’ (p. 766).  Alternatively, according to Golafshani (2003), autoethnographic research features notions of trustworthiness, transferability and credibility (p. 600). That is, to what extent is the research believable and credible? And to what extent does the research link to the reader’s 
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experience?  Perhaps the final word on this should go to Bochner (2000) who dismisses criticisms of  ‘alternative ethnographies’.  He claims that such an obsession with criteria ‘limit our own possibilities and stifle our creative energy’ so that more to the point we should be asking, ‘What if this were true? What then?’ (p. 267). Believing that there is no single correct way to do research in the social world, the obsession with criteria, for Bochner (2000), is counterproductive:  Criteria always have a restrictive, limiting, regressive, thwarting, halting  quality to them and they can never be completely separated from the  structures of power in which they are situated. (p. 269)  Despite its detractors and its distractions, autoethnography provides a potentially relevant and intellectually rigorous device to situate personal assumptions and to ultimately use these as part of a bigger project to interrogate phenomena.  It is for these broad reasons that this thesis uses this approach so that I might more fully understand my assumptions about good curriculum and good pedagogy within a different policy context and to juxtapose these against the understandings of curriculum and pedagogy as expressed in the Australian Curriculum. Besides, as Silverman and Marvasti (2008) would have it, ‘it [autoethnography] is just a good fit for the question’ (p. 35). With this overview of autoethnography, I now want to situate my own experiences as a teacher.  Using the perspective and approaches of autoethnography, I want to explore ‘how I know’ about curriculum and pedagogy. I want to ruminate on those experiences that have shaped my understanding of ‘what works’ and what might be possible in curriculum development and in approaches to pedagogy.  It is these experiences, and my theorisation of them, that will later serve to position my underlying questions and concerns about the Australian Curriculum (History).  
My story: An autoethnography I want to now reflect on several experiences that provide a sense of the ‘professional niggle’ about curriculum and pedagogy that I referred to earlier in this chapter. These experiences at the time hardly had the intensity of a blinding 
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light epiphany (Ellis, Adams & Bochner, 2010), but after a considerable number of years, they have asserted themselves as moments or critical incidents (Tripp, 1993) that have influenced how I have subconsciously understood what curriculum and what good pedagogy might ‘feel like’. At the time, they were not seminal at all but it has been the process of writing this autoethnography through the lens of critical reflection that these experiences have immediately surfaced and have revealed my tacit assumptions about approaches to curriculum and pedagogy.  More importantly, these episodes illuminate my formative professional experiences about curriculum and pedagogy within a particular historical context – and assist in situating, at least in part, my current unease about the Australian Curriculum.  Each of the vignettes should be read as a continuum and I will extrapolate key themes at the end of this chapter. 
 
Satellite High School: What will we teach? 
Setting the scene The first of these incidents, or what might be more appropriately described as an on-going clump of experiences and lasting impressions, was in the 1980s when I was teaching at a multicultural and low SES co-educational government high school on the western urban fringe of Melbourne where, as well as broader political or policy contexts (which I will refer to later), the physicality of this school has been etched in my memory.  When I first arrived, Satellite High School (pseudonym) had been operational for two years. In the not too distant past, the school site had been dotted with lichen covered granite boulders and the marginal soils, unfit for much else, grazed a few sheep. The odd crumbling stone shepherd’s hut, with its rusted and deteriorated corrugated iron roof, could be seen from the classroom windows.  But my memory is mostly of the wind: a persistent westerly wind that blew cold and wet in the winter and an equally persistent hot and dry northerly that dominated the warmer months.  Rain, when it came, fell at an angle, sped on by the wind. There were few trees and the flat plains seemed to stretch interminably into the equally new satellite towns 30 kilometres away.  It was urban fringe 
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inexorably about to meet urban fringe. We were the last frontier or the new frontier – and I never quite decided which was the more apt description.  At that time, the school itself comprised a few demountable classrooms connected by concrete paths and shaded by steel verandas. It was mostly functional and perpetually drab. Quite incongruously, inside the ring of bleak and identical demountable classrooms were a number of walled and brick paved courtyards with water features and bench seats.  These courtyards were designed by the Principal to offer the students a place to go, to contemplate or to engage in quiet conversation.  But students mostly used them to dump squashed drink cans and shove empty chip packets into the rocky crevices around the little waterfalls.  The problem was that these courtyards, conceived by high ideals and sense of beauty were totally dysfunctional places because they did not allow for play and recreation of a different kind. The more physical adolescent had no netball or basketball court, no footy oval or soccer field, no gym.  There was no place to run.  The lovely courtyards just did not seem to fit so they ended up either being looked at or littered.  
Community perceptions of the school Beyond his taste in landscaping, the Principal at Satellite High School was visionary (or maybe not so) in other ways. Determined to make his mark as a school par excellence in the local community, the Principal introduced a compulsory and relentlessly enforced uniform policy, imposed clearly defined and rigid discipline policies, and, amongst all this, oversaw an innovative, vertically structured curriculum and pastoral care program.  Community appreciation of what the school was doing reached heady heights.  The community loved the firm discipline and the uniform that characterized the school and which set it apart from other ‘unruly’ schools in the suburb even if the curriculum, for many of the local residents, did seem to be a bit weird (was this a less important issue?). As a result, numbers enrolled soared dramatically as the word spread that this was a ‘good’ school.  When I started at the school, classes went to Year 9 and there were about 300 students in the school. Each year an additional year level was 
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incorporated so that by the time the founding students reached year 12, there were over 1000 students in the school.     
‘Making a difference’ I was employed as a Humanities teacher and later as Head of Department.  In that later role, I really had to think about curriculum, largely because we had a free rein to construct curriculum content as we thought fit. It is important to bear in mind that in the 1980s in Victoria, unlike some other Australian states, there was no state sponsored, mandatory curriculum or framework or syllabus that guided what had to be taught. As teachers and as a school, we virtually had free rein to decide curriculum content and organization, a situation that belongs now to what feels like an absurdly different age and a very different policy context.   This was a time when the Finn Report on Young people’s participation in 
postcompulsory education and training (1991) and the Mayer Report for the Australian Education Council (1992) on ‘rational’ competency based understandings of post compulsory education had not been tabled. The future Minister for Education John Dawkins’ user pays policy changes to higher education and the first real foray into a national curriculum, were almost a decade down the track. What was also relevant was that it had been less than a decade since the release of the Schools in Australia (Karmel Report) (1973) where education policy in Australia had begun to recognise the inequities inherent in education and the need for increased funding to schools. Issues around disadvantage (for the education of girls, non-English speaking people and people from low socio-economic backgrounds) were raised. On reflection, it was a time where policy makers were struggling with understanding and finding appropriate ways to implement policy that could in fact ‘make a difference’.  The Participation and Equity Programs (PEP), the School Tertiary Certificate (STC) curriculum at the post-compulsory level in Victoria, the Disadvantaged Schools Program (DSP) were on the agenda around this time to try to offer alternative ways of teaching and learning, to ‘compensate’ for disadvantage and to provide tracks to further 
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education. On another plane, such seminal works as Connell, Ashenden, Kessler and Dowsett’s (1982) Making a Difference: Schools, families and social division eerily and presciently resonated with my experience in working with students who resisted schooling in a host of amazingly creative ways.    In this broader context, there was a sense of being able to do things differently, a sense that there was an understanding about the difficulties associated with doing things the same way as they had always been done; there was also a sense of hopefulness to usher in a new way of constructing curriculum and changing the structural inequities that always seemed to ambush opportunities for working class kids. The policy context and the school context, allowed scope for curriculum difference.  
Curriculum basics On a more pragmatic note, in this school the vertical curriculum structure applied to students in years 8-11, with units divided into basic, middle and advanced levels and each one of these levels attracting a number of points. Students chose eight units each semester with the only provisos being that they had to select one unit each semester from each of the learning areas and they had to complete pre-requisites and accrue an appropriate number of points before moving to more advanced units. This meant that in any one class there could be students who were three or four years apart in age.  In theory, we had enormous scope to provide a curriculum that better suited the needs and interests of our students and the opportunity to provide an innovative edge that separated what we did from other schools. Today, it would be called niche marketing. With this mandate, in the Humanities learning area, we introduced units called ‘Herstory’ (a history of women in Australia); ‘Left right, Left right’ (history of fascism and communism); ‘Third World Blues’ (issues around world economic development); ‘The rush that never ended’ (Gold rushes and wealth in Australia).  In the English learning area, there were units such as ‘Read all about it’ (reading and discussing items in the daily newspaper), ‘Up there Cazaly’ (literature and history of AFL football); ‘Countdown’ (history of and changes in popular music). The labels were 
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intended to express the nature of the content and be the ‘hook’ to motivate students to want to enrol in particular units.   
 
Content and collaboration  Such a structure and its implementation required an enormous amount of collegial collaboration.  Each year, there was a lot to decide as the student numbers grew and our units were (informally) evaluated. In fact my memories of the professional development days to organise future units as well as regular faculty meetings with these same people, were some of my fondest.  All those who taught in a learning area contributed to the development of new units and a revision of the old units.  In a growing school, numbers of staff involved in this process reached up to about 20 people and included novice teachers, mid career teachers and senior teachers.  As head of department, it was my job to somehow organise the learning area and work with a disparate but amazingly collegial group of people.  We created a lot of messy diagrams on the blackboard in working out what we should teach. There were no mandates, no syllabi, and no holds barred … and lots of laughter.  Looking back I learned a lot from this experience.  It is only now that I can see that curriculum for me at this time was something that could be constructed and determined within a collegial professional community. It did not occur to me (and I assume others) that we could not or should not do this.  Even though we were not all like-minded and each teacher of course had their strengths, both academic and pedagogical, together given the space to discuss and challenge we could creatively inspire each other. It was the collective that was able to propose and refine the more absurd unit offerings, connect, reconnect, piggy-back and develop units so that some sort of cohesion and rigour ensued – at least on paper. It also feels that I was incredibly fortunate to have this amount of autonomy, collegiality and latitude – both at the state and at the school level - in deciding curriculum content and organization.  I did not question that it was not possible or not ‘normal’. 
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The wind changes On the flip side, over time and as our student numbers increased, what it did demonstrate to me (although never openly expressed) was that decisions regarding curriculum content and organization were increasingly becoming more arbitrary and frequently were more about ensuring seamless administrative flows, rather than anything else, including a lack of properly theorised understandings of curriculum intent. That is, as the school grew and classes approached that ‘destination year 12’, increasingly what became more relevant to us were scopes and sequences to enable students to enter Year 12.  What were the Year 12 course outlines and content descriptors? How could we give our students a ‘head start’ by ‘covering’ some of the content in year 11 or even fast track some of the clever Year 10s?  This is what the conversation was like in staff meetings, in faculty meetings and on the way home in the car with colleagues. Something about the sense of excitement and creativity and autonomy seems to have been lost around this time. Innovation had started to give way to conformity. It seems that the wind had changed.  
Students Looking back, what I am most amazed about and reluctant to admit, is that during the later stages the students did not seem to figure – except in terms of pathways to year 12 – in our decision-making. In the end, the fancy unit titles really camouflaged an academic curriculum that was often totally irrelevant to these students’ presents and their possible futures.  It was not as if the content alone was irrelevant but that we only superficially tried to connect our curriculum to their lives. On reflection, it was a deficit model we were using, camouflaged as innovation. This is because we had not been ‘brutally honest’ about what we had been doing and did not fully interrogate the purposes of our curriculum, nor did we make that important link with students and pedagogy or the ways in which a more fully developed theoretical frame could be used to inform our decision-making. Just like the little courtyards, our curriculum had become lovely to look at 
39  
but perhaps, not fit for the purpose.    Despite the fact that as a whole the students were omnipresent in our professional lives, and some individual students emerge from memory with a crystal clarity, there was insufficient consideration given to their particular strengths and interests in what we planned in our curriculum units.  There were many Big Characters whose personalities and features have been etched in my mind decades later.  Like all teachers, there are some students whose lives and stories remain with you.  These were the children of first and second-generation Southern and Eastern European migrants.  They had Maltese, Serbian, Turkish and Italian surnames with English sounding first names. The Amandas, the Melissas and the Jasons had last names like Galea, Pisano, Visovic or Cehic. Their parents worked in the nearby manufacturing plants and few had completed secondary school.  And yet, the curriculum we planned (lovely to look at) was not about them, it was more about that image and community perception that was incredibly important to the Principal and in retrospect, accepted by myself really without question. Ultimately, what overrode everything else was getting the students through year 12 so that this vast educational experiment in innovation and ‘discipline’ could be vindicated.  While this may well be a reasonable aim, the problem was that I did not question it, nor did I fully interrogate the nature of the strengths of the earlier, more creative curriculum.  We also needed to explicitly ask, who the curriculum was for.    
Community College: how will we teach? 
Setting the scene Several years after leaving Satellite High School, I was employed as head of the Humanities department at Community College (pseudonym), a Catholic girls’ school located in one of the poorer but established western suburbs of Melbourne that provided classes for students from Year 7 to Year 10. My first disparate impressions of the school were that it was clean (where was the litter? the graffiti?); the fact that in each classroom the clocks worked; and there was always a duster on the ledge under the whiteboard. The students were largely second-
40  
generation migrants whose parents were mainly from Southern Europe.  Amandas and Melissas attended this school too and the most sought-after positions for students were to be elected onto the Student Representative Council (SRC).   I remember experiencing a feeling of lightness in the school. Perhaps this was because the often unstated but omnipotent pressure of the post compulsory years was not there, or that drab steel verandas did not shroud the natural light, or it may have been the sense of informed leadership that gave us a sense of security. There were few signs of opposition or resistance among staff and students. While this could be interpreted as indicative of a climate of conformity, from my perspective it was a climate characterised by a collaborative environment.  By and large my memory is that it was a happy place in which to work.   While my previous experience of curriculum development at Satellite High School had left a legacy that I thought at the time produced creative and innovative pathways to interrogate content, in this school context, the focus for me shifted.  Curriculum content was still on the agenda as I tweaked and re-positioned established programs, but there was also an urge and the scope to engage in innovative pedagogies. Looking back I would like to think that this was due to my unswerving interest in professional learning and development, or the quest for professional excellence and to do my best for the students I taught.  But, more likely I think it was for a more selfish reason. I was becoming increasingly bored with teaching. I just could not imagine spending the next 30 years of my professional life doing things the way I had always done them (even though I really did pride myself on some creative strategies that I used). I actually did nothing proactive to appease this boredom, but a challenge for me came completely out of the blue, in the form of a professional development day with another local school.  
Challenge and change: PEEL   This local school was trialling a project known as the Project for the Enhancement 
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of Effective Learning (PEEL).  Based on metacognitive principles, the project challenged me to overturn assumptions about what I thought was possible in the classroom.  Together with a school climate that encouraged pedagogical innovation, an administration team that embraced new ideas and giving students opportunities to take on social responsibility, this was a ripe time for me to consider different ways of approaching classroom practice.  PEEL was the brain child of Ian Mitchell and others who set about changing the ‘prevalence of passive, unreflective, dependent student learning … [to] … support student learning that was more informed, purposeful, intellectually active, independent and metacognitive’ (www.peelweb.org, p. 1). I must say that in those early days of my engagement with PEEL in the mid-late 1980s, I really was just feeling my way and I do not for a moment contend that what I did was in any way what would now be regarded as ground-breaking, but it did change the way I saw curriculum and pedagogy and the place of students in the learning process. I experimented with a number of approaches including: student negotiation of curriculum content and activities across all year levels (with varying success); the use of concept mapping and student reflections; collaborative group work; and most importantly, finding ways to get students to ask questions and student designed assessment tasks. For the first time I think I actually asked different questions of the students and then really listened (rather than just reacted) to what they were saying.   For me, the most important legacy was that engagement in PEEL forced me to reconsider the role of students – and therefore myself - in the learning process. This was a metamorphosis.  Shifting the spotlight from seeing myself as a ‘classroom controller’ to ‘classroom participant’ had enormous and far-reaching implications for my professional identity and how I saw my work.  
Challenge and change: The Social Education Framework Coincidentally about the same time as I was toying with these ideas, there was the release of the Curriculum Branch of the Victorian Department of Education’s report, Education for Girls (1985) as well as the later Victorian Ministry of Education’s The School Curriculum and Organisation Framework, P-12 Social 
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Education [the Social Education Framework] (1987) which was published to ‘offer a clear direction for the curriculum’ (Tudball, 2005, p. 7). While not mandated nor introduced with much fanfare that I recall, what was significant was that for the first time there was a framework to structure our curriculum but, more importantly, the framework in Social Education divided the curriculum into four areas – knowledge, skills, values and action.  While I could describe at length the details of this document, for me it represented a professional watershed because the use of the third and fourth dimensions – values and action -  spoke volumes to me. Perhaps I was just ready to hear this, especially the part about action that had never really occurred to me before.  Together with PEEL, the Social Education Framework gave me licence to engage in a lot more pedagogical experimentation: action in the school, action in the community, action on environmental and gender issues; action inside and outside the classroom that I believe that I began to harness some of the amazing potential of the students.  It was a heady time for my teaching and I loved (though was secretly terrified for being different) doing things in ways that I had never done before. In the process I was constantly staggered by what the kids were actually able to do once I posed different questions and tasks – and that I had never seen before because I had never really bothered to look.  However, during this time, I have to say that I would get sudden bursts of doubt when I would see what respected teachers were doing in their classes and I would question what exactly the students I was teaching were learning. I was unsure about the amount of time I was using up in noisy activity, with students at times all over the school, or doing stuff that I really in all honesty could not ‘properly’ assess. Luckily, the students were mostly obliging.  
A critical incident To explain this further I want to relate one incident that Tripp (1993) would define as a ‘critical incident’ in that it enabled me to reassess my assumptions about students’ capabilities.  I taught a year 9 Social Education class and I invariably taught them after lunch and moods were often soporific at best, and 
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apathetic at worst (and that included the students!). It was at the time when Melbourne had put in a bid to hold the next Olympic Games and I was discussing with the students some of the pros and cons of this: impact on Melbourne, impact on the poor … that sort of thing. As I was in the habit of chatting about topical events with the students, such a discussion item was not unusual. What was unusual was what subsequently happened.    The half-hearted and half-interested responses that I was getting were turned around when, out of the blue, I mentioned that we could have a formal debate on this issue. A few of the girls sparked up (it always staggered me how popular debates were among a lot of students).  But it was when, off the cuff, I happened to mention that perhaps we could have the debate with a local boys’ school, that they really became interested. Recently engaging in my newly-found theories and understandings of metacognitive strategies and licence to engage in action, I decided to open up the discussion even further.  By the end of the class, with the blackboard covered in lists, coloured tables and arrows, we had not only decided on the question to debate, but also to make an ‘event’ of the debate.  I had said to the students that if we were to do this, then they had to take charge. They decided on the date, time, venue, who was to contact whom in the first instance and follow-up, invitations, audience, speakers, researchers. We decided we would make it two debates, rather than one so that more students could be involved.  Using a show of hands, groups were organised, each with a different set of responsibilities. Afternoon tea was decided on, funding sorted and formal request to the Principal to stage this event were taken care of. Everyone had a job. Our lacklustre discussion had morphed into something I would never have thought possible. Garth Boomer (1982) would have been proud.     Looking back, of course the mention of involvement with the boys’ school was the number one draw card that sparked the girls’ initial interest.  What was also striking was not that the event took place, or that many subsequent and different types of events were scheduled related to whatever topics we were looking at, but who was involved.  What totally astonished me was that the girls who were putting their hands up were the ‘average’ or the ‘weaker’ kids, those 
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who would never have been elected to the SRC, those who never won prizes for academic excellence, those who often went completely unnoticed in the classroom.  These unnoticed kids were the drivers, the ones with energy and enthusiasm and the ideas and the organisational and collaborative skills.  They became animated and I was staggered by their ability to organise. I had never seen that before – because I had never asked them to show it to me. I had never given them that opportunity. They were showing myself, others and themselves what they could do. This was the most astonishing revelation of all and an eye-opening, ‘transformative’ experience for me. 
 
What do these narratives tell us? We can look at these narratives on several levels: product-process-significance. The first is the immediate ‘product’ or themes that have been exposed and what they reveal about curriculum and pedagogy; the second product is the impact of school context and policy as a distant and broader but influential element in the process of defining curriculum and pedagogy; and third, on ‘process’, that is, what the process of critical reflection and autoethnography has revealed about the research process.  Each of these will now be discussed in turn and then situated in the context of this thesis in order to extrapolate a larger meaning.  
Products On reflection, the products of these experiences – in curriculum content and in pedagogy - opened up the idea of the extent of possibility and the importance of risk taking or experimentation.  My experiences with colleagues in curriculum development at Satellite High School and my experiences of PEEL and the importance of action at Community College both suggest that unexpected possibilities can be achieved in curriculum and pedagogy when teachers are trusted to create and ‘have a go’.  The kind of curriculum we produced at Satellite High School was different. It aimed to be creative and innovative and I think we did that at least in part and in the early days, prior to the introduction of year 12 classes.  We maybe did not get it all right, but we were at least given the scope to 
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think through how we might engage and inspire through curriculum content, to ask serious questions about curriculum: to have a conversation.  Curriculum for us was something that we needed to talk about together and to have a degree of authorship over what was taught.  Equally importantly, the obvious notion that is often forgotten is that curriculum content is fluid – it has to be.  It has to be organic, allow spaces for flexibility and negotiation (Boomer, 1982) and determined in consideration of so many extenuating circumstances if it is to resonate with young people and in the tangled and messy dynamics of a secondary classroom. 
 
Risk: opportunities and challenges At Community College, the idea of risk taking and experimentation became an important part of how I understood my work.  Once I had embraced the idea of what might be possible (as had been framed in the PEEL project) and when I extended the learning resources beyond books to incorporate more ‘authentic experiences’ outside the classroom, the ‘feel’ of the classroom changed.  Using the students’ interest (in boys!) and giving even a little space to show me their range of intellectual as well as organisational expertise, it was amazing how this transformed at least some of the students and myself.   I might add that this was not in a political sense but in a personal sense, in their attitude to Social Education and my understanding of what can work in the classroom.  I did not ignore books nor did I shelve didactic teaching but I extended my repertoire, mixing and matching, and entrenching ‘the doing’ as a curriculum focus, so that I started to change my understanding of what might be possible in how we construct and what we include in curriculum.  At the same time, the change in perspective energised me more than anything else I had done before as a teacher.  The increasing boredom that had begun to take hold before I embarked on more negotiated and risk taking practices was sidelined, at least for the time being. Overall such experiences, on reflection, caused me to consider how my own interest impacted on student learning but also, what kind of knowledge – and experience - is important?  
46  
 I do have to say though that the way I was doing things, especially at Community College, often felt risky and quite scary.  What if parents complained? Standing out on a limb of pedagogical experimentation, I really did not know where it would end up. Was I spending way too much time on things that didn’t really matter? At Satellite High School, should we do more on map reading? Federation? The Industrial Revolution? At Community College, I wondered whether I was doing the students a disservice by running classes differently and I always had that nagging doubt that maybe it was more about me than about them. Perhaps a more overtly academic curriculum would serve them better. I would like to think that on reflection, what I was trying to do is reminiscent of a hybrid Shor (1992)/Boomer (1982) curriculum: through the use of increased negotiation of curriculum and assessment, I was working towards designing a more relevant and generative curriculum that more fully engaged a greater number of students. Overall I would not say that all students always felt as positive I was, but what I can say with a degree of confidence is that all students I am sure would agree that Social Education classes were ‘different’.  
Content/Pedagogy/Context What was staggering at the time (but hardly surprising when I look back) is that a more metacognitive and action centred focus changed my approach to curriculum content.  This was an important outcome. When I allowed the (structured) space for students to devise questions (always a tricky thing to do), to suggest ways to present their work or to give them a chance to take charge (within clear teacher–directed parameters I must say), then what I may have planned in terms of what they needed to know began to change.  When the content moved from the textbook to action, curriculum was overturned. Pedagogy became content and both were in what I call ‘suspended animation’. That is, I found it impossible to put down roots in one without considering the other. To this ‘suspended animation’ can be added another dimension – context.  Context has been highly influential in what I was ‘allowed’ to do as a teacher in Victoria at this time. In the broad political context of the 1980s in Victoria, 
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school education was a state responsibility but there was little involvement by the state in local curriculum matters until the release of the Social Education 
Framework.  More to the point, the general ‘hands off’ attitude by state authorities to curriculum was not seen as unusual, it was just how it was. Further in each of the schools I was Head of Department so of course I had to have some responsibility for curriculum. But I never felt that I was being judged or made accountable except in an informal sense. Yet what happened, I believe, was defensible and appropriate. Further, what is clearer now is that it was a time when I was beginning to more consciously theorise about my practice. I was beginning to engage in praxis (Grundy, 1987).  
Process and meaning At the outset, I want to note that throughout this reflective process I have been conscious of what has had to be left out, as much as what has been kept in this version of my experience. It was Derrida who stressed ‘accounts cannot capture everything … they are always unstable, that they can never achieve full coherence’ (cited in Hammersley, 2008, p. 45).  Of course, I have left out lots. The process of selection was based on what came to mind immediately when I began to reflect and write about what I remember. The instinctive feelings emerging from the recesses of my memory gave direction and substance to what I subsequently wrote – and have been significant in allowing me to consider my experiences from a professional perspective. While it represents just slivers of memory, I have used these slithers to try to make sense of what I now see as the extraordinary contexts in which I worked and the impact this has had on my understanding of some of the possibilities of curriculum and pedagogy when the reins are loosened.   As a result, in my role as a ‘boundary crosser’, I can begin to understand more personally and professionally the value of critical reflection in pointing out perspectives and unrecognised assumptions and the centrality of context in shaping what I thought had been my own directions and actions. In words reminiscent of Julia Gillard’s (2013) final speech as Prime Minister, context did not explain everything, but it did explain something about my assumptions. It is in 
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writing these reflections that I feel I have moved towards building frames of reference that will help me to consider the professional niggle (at least temporarily) in that I have been able to see curriculum and pedagogy from a different lens. As Bochner (1998) has argued, ‘recalling emotionally charged dimensions of our autobiographies as learners helps us understand why we gravitate toward certain ways of doing things and why we avoid certain others’ (p. 198). Equally so, the use of theory in Bochner’s terms and in the light of my exposure to metacognitive and negotiated theory and practices, enabled me to reposition my understanding of pedagogy and the crucial part it plays in framing curriculum content and architecture. Moreover, it demonstrated the importance of theoretical frames to give a direction to the questions that needed to be asked and also gave me a more creative and intellectual licence to ‘have a go’.  What I had not realised until embarking on this project was that I was probably asking the wrong questions and thus looking in the wrong direction, in working through these questions, a claim that has also been made by Kincheloe, Slattery and Steinberg (2000). I was looking far too closely at the minutiae of curriculum content rather than its epistemology, its architecture, its normative positioning and its overall purposes - and the fact that it cannot be separated from pedagogy or from context or from a theoretical frame.  I was assuming that these were separate entities, rather than inextricably linked.  I see curriculum content and pedagogy as part of the same whole and that transforming one will transform the other. And among this mix is how we see students and teachers. Attitudes to students and teachers will construct and position approaches to curriculum and pedagogy. Our view of students, will determine our approaches to pedagogy, just as our view of content (its purpose and epistemologies) will also position students.  They are both the starting point and the end point and change in one will affect a change in the other.  In all I am reminded that the nature of curriculum content and pedagogy, those conjoined twins, are skewered by the impact of context and larger policy directives.  Entwined and interconnected, it is a quadruple helix that has to be constantly in motion. More importantly on a theoretical note, I am reminded of 
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Kincheloe and McLaren’s (2005) claim that researchers should ‘construct their perception of the world anew, not just in random ways but in a manner that undermines what appears natural, that opens to question what appears obvious’ (p. 321). For me, this task has certainly done that. 
Conclusion These reflections are indicative of the changing tacit knowledge about curriculum and pedagogy that I developed whilst I was teaching in schools.  Even though the narratives can never capture the whole gamut of experience nor fully uncover every thought and idea, they nonetheless represent the kernel of assumptions I had. They also provide a platform from which I understand the scope and the possibilities of curriculum and pedagogy. With these thoughts in mind I want to now situate the rest of this thesis.    This chapter has shown that, like Brookfield (1998), ‘recalling emotionally charged dimensions of our autobiographies’ can enable us to ‘understand why we gravitate toward certain ways of doing things and why we avoid certain others’ (p. 198). This process has enabled me to more fully understand ‘how I know’.  The lived experiences have framed my ‘commitment to certain practices’ that have informed my perspectives on the Australian Curriculum.  In particular, I understand that: 
• Conceptions about what is possible in curriculum and pedagogy are influenced by broader contextual conditions 
• Curriculum and pedagogy need to be consciously positioned within a theoretical (and normative) framework 
• Curriculum change is possible, particularly when embraced as part of an on-going, conscious and collective effort 
• Change in one part of curriculum has an impact on other parts of curriculum 
• Changes in curriculum content can reposition teachers and students and pedagogies 
• Changes in curriculum can incur a professional high risk, but can create professional engagement. 
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 More importantly, I understand curriculum to be fluid and evolving. It is part of a negotiated engagement among participants.  While guidelines might steer what we do, they cannot completely control. 
Chapter 2 
Towards greater conscientisation: 
Applying the stencil of critical theory and  
critical pedagogy to frame understandings  
of professional experiences 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Chapter Overview In this chapter, the tenets of critical theory (Apple, 2006; McLaren & Kincheloe, 2008) and critical pedagogy (Freire, 1990/2000) are used to interrogate my professional experiences.  After providing an overview of critical theory and critical pedagogy, I move from theory to experience, to demonstrate how my experiences in the 1990s and 2000s as the WA state project officer with the Discovering Democracy program can be aligned with the notion of conscientisation.   The tenets of critical theory and critical pedagogy legitimise the unease and the dissonances of my experiences. Moreover, such critical perspectives have served to extend my previous understandings about ‘what happened’ and offer the sense of possibility. For me such possibility is framed around the need for conversations about curriculum and the possibility of doing curriculum differently.   
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Introduction Chapter 1 sought to expose understandings of the sources of ‘how I know’ about curriculum and pedagogy from the bottom up, that is, from reflective experience to professional theorising. Conversely, this chapter employs a more top down approach; using theory to assist in understanding and framing experience.  The purpose of employing this top down approach is to highlight how events may be understood differently when using an alternative lens, to expose how seemingly innocuous or unconnected events may be seen anew in the light of theory. Unearthing alternative meanings and possibilities of events is central to a critical project.  In terms of this thesis, critical theory and critical pedagogy are employed to begin to make sense of the subcutaneous motivations that inform the introduction of the Australian Curriculum and thereby, in the process, to make sense of its structure and content. Equally, such a process can establish the claim that there are alternative possibilities for curriculum other than what is currently being implemented.  
Structure of this Chapter In this chapter I will first provide a broad overview of the tenets of critical theory and its links to critical pedagogy. Second, using a critical lens, and in the spirit of autoethnography that was described in the previous chapter, I want to analyse my more recent professional experiences as a program officer with the Commonwealth-funded Discovering Democracy project (1997-2003) as a way to provide a critical perspective of an experiential context. This analysis will assist in contextualising how the principles and concepts that frame criticality may be enacted in lived experience and will provide an example of what I understand to be the subtle and powerful ways in which particular discourses may be accepted and enacted.  Such a position supports Brookfield’s (1998) claim that the experiences I had exist in the context of ‘certain economic, social and political processes’ (pp. 208-9), a view that positions the anecdotal as part of a more purposeful, intentional directive that will serve to name and validate those 
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professional experiences.  By laying the lens of theory over experience, I not only want to demonstrate a more personal experience of increasing conscientisation, but also I want to, like Brookfield (2005), ‘impose a conceptual order on reality … and name or rename aspects of … experience’ (p. 5).  In this way, such experiences may be seen differently and become more fully defined and understood, though not blinkered by, the conceptual tools of critical theory. Thirdly, the analysis of criticality and descriptions of my professional experiences will serve to position and compare understandings about the underlying, deeper reasons for the introduction of the Australian Curriculum.  In this way a critical perspective, together with my professional experiences, will coincidentally align with immediate historical precedents regarding Commonwealth involvement in curriculum so that we can more fully recognise the bigger frames and the narratives that are informing the rationale and the architecture of the Australian Curriculum. Such a position will also serve as a thematic segue into the next section of this thesis. In order to provide a theoretical overview for the subsequent parts of this chapter, the following section provides a summary of what I regard as the key elements of critical theory and its relation to critical pedagogy, including origins, boundaries, principles and objectives. I want to draw on two elements of critical theory: the idea of hegemony as described by Gramsci (1971) and Freire’s (1970/2000) critical pedagogic notion of conscientisation, as devices that will later frame my own story.  I want to consider how expressions of hegemony - that invisible dome of assumed common-sense that hijacks and subsumes alternative narratives or ways of viewing the world - have been played out in my own story and the extent to which a type of conscientisation has been expressed in my own context. Further elaborations of these concepts will be developed in the chapters that follow. Equally important as these bigger concepts, are those meanings created around concepts of disadvantage, rules, voice, agency and silence, inclusion and exclusion that must be part of any such analysis and form a fundamental nub of concepts that frame a critical pedagogy.  Ultimately it is intended that this process will highlight the sources of those assumptions about 
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knowledge and learning and the positioning of teachers and students that subtly inhere in the Australian Curriculum.  This process is also intended to show a connection between earlier Commonwealth government initiatives in influencing school curriculum and the subsequent introduction of the Australian Curriculum. However, I do not want to suggest that there is a linear and causal relationship here but I am asserting that successive Commonwealth governments have demonstrated at least some degree of ‘interest’ in school curriculum, the constitutional preserve of states, prior to the formal implementation of the Australian Curriculum in 2012. This is an issue that will be developed further in Chapter 3. 
 
Tenets of Critical Theory  Critical theory is a continually evolving school of thought involving a process of critique that has its roots in Marxism and its metamorphosis in the works of theorists from the Institute for Social Research (the Frankfurt School) from the 1920s and 1930s (Giroux, 2003, p. 27). While there are several traditions or emphases in critical theory that have emerged from an engagement with multidisciplinary concepts, including ideology critique, psychoanalysis, analytic philosophy and pragmatist constructivism (Brookfield, 2005), what unites critical theorists is the commitment to versions of a Marxist ideology that assist in explaining, according to Kincheloe (2008), the nature and sources of domination especially in its ‘mutated forms’ that accompanied the changing societies of the twentieth century (p. 46). As Brookfield (2005) suggests, critical theory ‘can be conceived as a constant conversation with Marx’ (p. 19) that reflects a fundamental commitment to recognising that domination and oppression exist and are reproduced in democratic societies.  Critical theory embraces Marxism in that it is concerned with conditions of control and power, with a particular emphasis on the role of structural and popular cultural arrangements that serve to exploit the majority in the interests of the ruling minority. However, some critical theorists, as claimed by Farahmandpur (2004), have veered away from elements of orthodox Marxism, by ‘loosening the ties of class’ (p. 2), and by questioning the relative place of economic structures as the central cornerstone of analysis. Kincheloe (2008) argues that much critical theory is frequently concerned with 
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the nature of ‘multiple forms of power’ (p. 51) that operate explicitly and implicitly in society.   
Ideology and hegemony Critical theorists defer to the place of ideology in framing the discourses around what is known and believed and are interested in the process by which oppressors elusively and elaborately capture the hearts and minds of people in order to sustain an unequal status quo. The reference to ideology is important here because, as Apple (1979) has claimed, ideology ‘always deals with legitimation, power, conflict and a special style of argument – one that disguises the real interests it serves and seeks to persuade on the basis of vague and dubious assumptions’ (pp. 18-9). According to Giroux (1997), ideology refers ‘to the production, consumption, and representation of ideas and behavior, all of which can either distort or illuminate the nature of reality’ (p.75). Cherryholmes (1985) goes further to suggest that ideology can shape our assumptions and the discourses we use to understand reality. It can go unnoticed yet be embedded in our everyday practices and actions so that: we are imprisoned in unexamined social practices and structures.  We are caught in a web of unexamined values that permeate our language.  If we avoid considering how our discourse structures our lives … we become like anonymous, nonautonomous puppets uncritically oppressing others or being oppressed, not out of control, not in control, simply controlled. (p. 399)  The way in which we understand how a ruling minority maintains an ideological consensus, as described by Cherryholmes, owes much to Gramsci (1971).  Gramsci was interested in issues around ideological (as opposed to economic and broad structural) control and domination and the durability of the ideological subjugation over particular classes, despite conditions of oppression that such an ideology might favour.  His notion of hegemony insisted that when an ideology is framed as natural, normal or in everyone’s interests, then a subtle form of control is exerted, a common acceptance ensues and there is, as Au (2010) explains, a popular and ‘spontaneous consent’ (p. 150).  Furthermore, McLaren (2003) states, ‘hegemony could not do its work without ideology’ (p. 79) and such a nexus exposes how disadvantage and oppression are camouflaged, normalised and 
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accepted through the complicity of the majority. Gramsci (1971) insisted that this ideological domination was increasingly being internalised by the majority and enacted not though physical coercion but was, as Boggs (1976) explains, ‘diffused through agencies of ideological control and socialisation into every area of daily life’ (p. 39), such as schools. Gramsci (1971) argued that the process of hegemony is based in civil society, as opposed to larger civic economic and political institutions and structures as favoured by orthodox Marxists, and ironically, according to Smith (2010) ‘comes from below, originating in the thoughts, beliefs and actions of everyday people’ (p. 39).  In this situation, Darder, Baltodano and Torres (2003) say that ‘moral leaders [including teachers]… participated in and reinforced universal ‘commonsense‘ notions of what is considered truth in society’ (p. 7). The outcome of the process of hegemony is to subjugate the interests of the majority and is often completed apparently benignly but with extensive and intensive reach; it serves to shape our discourses and how we understand our values, our futures and ourselves.   Gramsci (1971) also insisted that there were sources that can create a counter-hegemony.  Here he claimed that resistance to a dominant and oppressive hegemony may be provided by the consciousness raising and activist work of ‘organic intellectuals’. According to Kincheloe (2008), their committed engagement with subalterns could ‘help bring their fellow citizens a sense of historical consciousness of themselves and society’ (p. 66). That is, intellectuals as activists (as opposed to ‘traditional intellectuals’) could work in communities to expose contradictions and activate change. Equally importantly for the purposes of this thesis, is the potential for schools to counter an oppressive hegemony and to engage in what Au (2010) describes as ‘agentic action as individuals and communities that consciously interact with social, economic, cultural, political and educational structures’ (pp. 150-1).  Such a position has particular relevance for this thesis and will be referred to later in this chapter.     
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Summary of critical theory Overall, the key tenets of critical theory are probably best summarised by Brookfield (2005) who states that critical theory is based on three overriding claims: 1. That apparently open ... democracies are actually highly unequal societies in which economic inequity, racism [and sexism?] and class discrimination are empirical realities 2. That the way this state of affairs is reproduced and made to seem normal and inevitable (thereby heading off potential challenges to the system) is through the dissemination of the dominant ideology 3. That critical theory attempts to understand this state of affairs as a necessary prelude to changing it. (p. xiii)  When referring to critical theory, the key words of inequality, domination and exploitation are highlighted and there is a recognition that this pervasive state of affairs actually exists in the empirical world and is generally recognised as ‘natural’ or inevitable. Ultimately however, this acceptance of what appears normal serves to silence and squash debate because it is assumed that there is a common and shared understanding that this state of affairs is unchangeable and real.  It suggests that any inequality that may be in evidence is the result of the natural order of things or the result of personal, rather than systemic, deficits. Critical theory, for Giroux (2003), proposes ‘a dialectical position that situates the individual in an interactive and interwoven web of social and historical contexts, a problematic and complex interplay of forces’ (p. 69) and in this way acknowledges, as McLaren (cited in Darder et al., 2003) has stated, that social problems ‘are not random or isolated events but rather moments that arise out of the interactive context between the individual and society’ (p. 12). For critical theorists, this historicity of phenomena is central.  Further, despite the common rhetoric of fairness and equality favoured by many in positions of power in democratic societies, pervasive and structural inequalities exist that by and large go unnoticed and unacknowledged. The focus on an ideological analysis of exploitation and oppression has additional implications for further theorising and understanding social phenomena in that any analysis cannot be, according to Strinati (2004), ‘purely objective or economic’ 
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(p. 146), nor can it reflect a positivist approach. For critical theorists, such as Giroux (2003), positivism has ‘stripped knowledge of its critical possibilities’ and so proposes a more ‘self-conscious notion of reason’ (p. 33).  This self-conscious notion of reason is intentionally and explicitly value–laden and is associated with a focus on transformative activity based on critique and reflection, a juncture that incorporates thought and action in an analysis of social domination. In this regard, critical theory has a normative function and an activist intent; it is interested, not in what Apple (2000b) calls ‘romantic possibilitarian’ (p. 229) but in a project that is committed to making society better and fairer for everyone.    Thus, critical theory has at its core: the commitment to expose often hidden social inequities that exist even in self-proclaimed democratic societies; the imperative to challenge and change the status quo; and the moral dimensions of social justice, fairness and equality.  Ultimately the goal of much critical theory is to realise the potential of democracy by providing conditions under which a collective solidarity, respect, responsibility and individual autonomy and agency are featured. While there are divisions among some critical theorists over the place of action in achieving this goal (eg. Giroux, 2003), with some claiming the centrality of committed action to change the status quo and conditions of oppression, while others claiming that it is sufficient to identify and understand these conditions, without engaging in an activist intent (Brookfield, 2005). Whatever the position, it seems that critical theory, with its focus on exposing an often covert inequality, on an acknowledgement of the hegemonic pervasiveness of particular ideologies and the call to challenge this state of affairs, can offer a useful means for providing a theoretical framework that may be translated, via a critical pedagogy, to understand current inequities in education - and the ways in which an Australian Curriculum might be positioned. Such a position is more fully developed in Chapter 4 which explores how elements of critical theory may be applied to understanding hegemonic ideological forces that I argue have normalised the introduction of the Australian Curriculum.   
59  
Conceptualising a Critical Pedagogy The best way to conceptualise a critical pedagogy is to reflect on Freire’s (1970/2000) words that ‘what the elites of today want … (is) for the people not to think [about curriculum]’ (p. 132). Macedo (1994/2006) cleverly describes this sentiment as a ‘literacy of stupidification’ where ignorance is perpetuated through ‘institutional mechanisms to undermine independent thought’ (p. 14) to ensure consent and compliance, rather than questioning and critique.   These simple but provocative statements neatly summarise the essence of a critical pedagogy.  While some would undoubtedly dismiss off-handedly that such claims are preposterous and barely deserving of a response, I would suggest that there is a great deal of validity to these claims, as will be demonstrated in reference to Habermas’ (1972) ‘knowledge interests’ later in this chapter. But first, I want to describe the theoretical roots of critical pedagogy because such an analysis will provide the intellectual tools and concepts to propose an alternative view of curriculum than the Australian Curriculum. I then want to consider some of the implications of Freire’s words, in a general way and then, more specifically through examining its implications for teachers’ work, its connection to curriculum knowledge and in positioning students. I want to demonstrate how this discussion can provide important alternative frameworks for constructing curriculum and understanding the centrality of pedagogy. More to the point for the purposes of this thesis, I want to use such a discussion to clearly show that there needs to be a greater acknowledgement of the contribution of alternative views of the purposes and construction of curriculum and to allow opportunities for robust conversation about what such a construction might look like. Critical pedagogy draws on a number of theoretical positions and, as Darder et al. (2003) have said, are a ‘set of heterogeneous ideas’ (p. 10). Giroux (1983) has linked critical pedagogy to the progressivism of Dewey’s perspectives on knowledge construction, thinking and reflection; on the transformative work on race relations from DuBois; on perspectives on resistance from Cornel West (see also Kincheloe, 2008, p. 60); as well as on the seminal work of Apple (1990, 2006) in highlighting the ways particular forms of knowledge are legitimated. To 
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this list of luminaries, we can link Foucault’s (1975) notion of the ‘regimes of truth’ that favour particular discourses and define how knowledge and power are produced and practiced and by whom; and Gramsci’s (1971) notion of hegemony that reinforces common-sense interpretations of what is considered to be normal or uncomplicated in society.  But it is Freire’s critical project that, according to Darder et al. (2003), is about ‘inserting questions of power, culture and oppression within the context of schooling’ (p. 5) that parachuted the critical and emancipatory work of critical theory into education.  
Theoretical roots: Freire Rather than being about teaching methods as its name suggests, Freire’s (1970/2000) critical pedagogy embraces the idea that education should be about recognising conditions of oppression and marginalisation that exist in all facets of schooling: curriculum, pedagogy, assessment, classrooms, structures, policy landscapes – and that each one of these aspects is ‘not a neutral site’ (Kincheloe, 2008, p. 2). Critical pedagogues understand schools to be more than places where students learn the skills needed for their futures but more so, for McLaren (2003) they represent ‘a cultural terrain’ that has the potential to ‘promote empowerment and transformation’ (p. 70) but is equally characterised by ‘varying degrees of accommodation, contestation and resistance’ (p. 88). A critical pedagogy is not intended to be prescriptive nor doctrinaire and that makes it more difficult to categorise, pigeon-hole or neatly describe or implement. It is however, framed around a number of principles. Darder et al. (2003) suggest that a critical pedagogy emerges from a commitment to supporting ‘the empowerment of culturally marginalised and economically disenfranchised students’ and to expose ‘asymmetrical relations of power’ that serve to ‘perpetuate inequalities’ in schools (p. 11); it recognises the ‘historicity of knowledge’ and respects a dialectical theory that seeks to ‘unmask connections between objective knowledge and the cultural norms of society at large’ (p. 12).  Further, a critical pedagogy implores teachers to critique common practices in schools and to examine their own assumptions about sources of legitimated knowledge and 
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classroom routines that often camouflage inequities (p. 13).  More importantly, a critical pedagogy stresses the centrality of local contexts and the imperative for teachers to develop a theoretical framework from which to give meaning to experience and observations.  
 
Conscientisation Adopting a critical pedagogic approach has implications for how teachers understand their work. A critical pedagogy eschews a formulaic approach to proposing appropriate methods of instruction and social relations and, instead insists at its base that teachers and others adopt a considered and intentionally political disposition to their work. Known as the process of ‘conscientisation’, Freire (1970/2000) has said that conscientisation is about ‘learning to perceive social, political and economic contradictions and to take action against oppressive elements of reality’ (p. 35). For teachers, such a disposition valorises the commitment to be conscious of, understand and address conditions of oppression and actively and creatively respond to ensuring a more just society. In this way it is recognised that teachers’ work, according to Macrine, McLaren and Hill (2010), increasingly becomes ‘a political commitment’ (p. 3) aimed at facilitating individual emancipation and social transformation. For Freire (1970/2000), critical pedagogy asks that ‘teachers-students’ (p. 80) undertake this task by engaging in critical reflection, through praxis, problem posing (rather than transmission), dialogue and action that is locally based. Teachers understand that dialogue remains ‘indispensible to the act of cognition [because such a process] … unveils reality’ (p. 82). Common (1994) uses the idea of a ‘pedagogy of conversation’ to encompass this idea. More than ‘chat’, a pedagogy of conversation is a participatory and collaborative effort that gives space to exploring unique and common experiences and ‘hinges on the questions asked by teachers and those the teachers encourage their students to pose’ (p. 256).   Such a position automatically implores teachers to refrain from didacticism and to more fully embrace flatter classroom practices.  By doing so, Kincheloe (2008) claims that not only are teachers more likely to research their practices to 
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‘unearth explicit and hidden sources of discrimination’ (p. 18), but to ‘teach in ways that start where students are (p. 28)… and recognise context’ (p. 31).  The imperative to engage in dialogue is also an imperative to hear and to listen and to act.  
A partisan curriculum  A critical pedagogy understands that any curriculum is partisan and in the words of Kincheloe (2008), curriculum is about ‘who’s indoctrinating whom’ (p. 11).  Thus, all curriculum knowledge, according to a critical approach, must be viewed sceptically so that curriculum content is not necessarily about bodies of knowledge for students to learn. For Freire (1970/2000), content should be ‘constituted and organised by the students’ view of the world where their own generative themes are found’ (p. 109), as well as through a critical, problem posing disposition to scrutinise and question those sources of knowledge. In a similar vein, a critical pedagogy for McLaren (2003) ‘asks how and why knowledge gets constructed the way it does and why some constructions of reality are legitimated and celebrated by the dominant culture while others are not’ (p. 72). Overall, the key message that surrounds all curriculum content is ensuring that some very large questions are the starting points prior to implementation, including questions such as:  
• What is excluded and who is excluded?   
• How are certain people, groups and events framed and represented?  To these questions we might also add questions such as:   
• Why and how are we studying this?  
• What would happen if …?  Fundamental questions such as these are intended to expose examples of exclusion in curriculum knowledge. If it is accepted as suggested by a critical pedagogy that no knowledge is value free, uncomplicated, neutral or pristine, then the critical pedagogue pursues ways of exposing those dissonances and disconnections and work towards recognising and improving conditions that 
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serve to disadvantage those marginalised by schooling.  Such a project, according to Freire (1970/2000), will encourage people to think - critically. 
 
Naming and conceptualising my experience with Discovering Democracy: A 
pragmatic approach  In this section I want to shift from an exclusively theoretical frame as described in this chapter and translate elements of critical theory and pedagogy to my own professional experience.  This process will use a critical lens to highlight the assumptions and contradictions that have existed in my professional life. Such a process is intended to highlight that the frequently perceived innocuous elements of a professional life can reveal alternative interpretations as described in the previous discussion on critical theory and critical pedagogy, as well as, in this instance, provide a link to the Australian Curriculum.  The most relevant example I want to draw upon follows my role as the state project coordinator of professional development of teachers in the Discovering Democracy project from 1997 to 2003.  Before I embark on my experiences of this initiative I think that it is important to provide some context to map the vastness and reach of the Discovering Democracy project.   
Discovering Democracy: background The Discovering Democracy project was an initiative established by the Howard Liberal coalition government and endorsed by the Ministerial Council for Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affairs (MCEETYA) in June 1997.  It followed on from the previous Labor government’s work to enhance the place of civics and citizenship education in schools.  These federal Labor and Liberal government initiatives emerged as a result of each government’s concern over the lack of popular engagement in the electoral process and the disturbing number of informal votes in the preceding federal elections. This concern had resulted in the commissioning and release of the Federal Senate reports, Education for Active 
Citizenship (1989) and Active Citizenship Revisited (1991) and the report by the specially convened Civics Expert Group, Whereas the People…  (1994). In 
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accordance with the main findings of these reports, the purpose of the national Discovering Democracy program was to ‘encourage the development of skills, values and attitudes that enable effective, informed and reflective participation in political processes and civic life’ for all Australian students.  David Kemp, minister responsible for the project acknowledged that ‘democracy is not a static inflexible concept, but a dynamic active principle that needs to be continuously cultivated, adapted and revisited’ (Kemp, 1997, p. 5). As well, John Hirst, the Chair of the Civics Education Group that oversaw the rationale and content of the Discovering Democracy program, stated:  We want students to understand the way we govern ourselves and to think of themselves as active citizens … [and] developing students’ [and teachers’] knowledge of the history and operation of Australia's political and legal systems and institutions, and of the principles that underpin Australian democracy.  (http://www1.curriculum.edu.au/ddunits/about/about.htm).  Kemp and Hirst thereby asserted the importance of developing civic knowledge as well as for students ‘to think of themselves as active citizens’.  Such a position  suggested that the Discovering Democracy program was not only intended to be a vehicle to promote knowledge of Australia’s civic institutions and structures, it was also about enabling students to develop their capacity to be active in civil life. What is more significant however is that the objectives of the Discovering Democracy program were decided by those occupying the upper realms of political power. As Kennedy (2005b) states, ‘the issue was how it could be done, not whether it ought to be done … it was too important to be ‘negotiated’ … consultation - yes, debate and discussion – no’ (p. 405).  Over two rounds of funding (1997-2001 and 2002-2004) totalling over $20 million, the Discovering Democracy program consisted of several components: the development of a suite of free teaching resources distributed to all Australian schools; state-based professional development on the Discovering Democracy program and its resources; cross-sectoral, including vocational and community-based programs; and national conferences and forums.   
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Discovering Democracy resources The range of teaching and learning resources that were distributed free to every school in Australia was extensive. The first sets of resources were contained in distinctive primary (green) and secondary (blue) kits that included units of work, organised according to four themes: Who Rules?; Law and Rights; the Australian Nation; and Citizens and Public Life. Additional kit resources included the interactive ‘Stories of Democracy’ CD-ROM, a video, a timeline of Democracy in Australia and a teacher reference, A Guide to Government and Law in Australia by John Hirst.  Later, class sets of primary and secondary Readers, videos, websites, 
Discovering Democracy through Research text, ‘Parliament@Work’ CD ROM, 
Australians All!, a Big Book for younger children, ‘One Destiny’ CD Rom on Federation, text resources on Assessment and Readers for senior secondary students were added.  In the second round of funding, National competitions, Celebrating Democracy week and part sponsorship of the National History Challenge were incorporated into the program. Opportunities for professional development and collaboration around implementation and embedding the materials in schools were organised and implemented by each State and Territory and were a key feature across both rounds of funding.  In all, for that eight-year period, Discovering Democracy was a national educational juggernaut. Never before had such funding gone to such a generic subject in a learning area that was less instrumentally focused than subjects such as science education or technology (Kennedy, 2005a). For me this was historic and exciting. 
 
Discovering Democracy professional development in Western Australia My role at this time was to ensure that the professional development of teachers was enacted according to the contractual arrangements that had been established between the Commonwealth and the WA Department of Education.  My role, overseen by a cross-sectoral steering committee was set out prior to my appointment. It involved the implementation of train-the-trainer professional development programs for selected teacher-trainers across each of the sixteen education districts in Western Australia, budget allocation, evaluation and 
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reporting, liaison with schools and key stakeholders from each sector who sat on the steering committee, and forging links with other civic institutions such as the Parliamentary Education Office, the Constitutional Centre of WA, the Australian Electoral Commission, and the Centenary of Federation committee. I also attended regular national forums and conferences related to the Discovering Democracy project. The role of WA Project Coordinator for the professional development of teachers in the Discovering Democracy project was highly political on a number of levels.  The focus of my role, that is, to promote the inclusion of civics and citizenship education in schools, was a highly contested area. My role was also political in the sense that in effect, I was acting as a State functionary in an activity that aimed to ensure greater engagement by schools in a particular (and limited) version of civics and citizenship education.  Giroux (2006) would say that I was essentially a technician whose role it was to ensure that all teachers in Western Australia were aware of the project in the first place and that they used the colourful (and teacher-friendly) resources in their teaching. My role was essentially a pragmatic one in that I needed to ensure that I fulfilled the requirements of the contract. My first task was to implement, not necessarily to interrogate. Because the architecture of the project and the nature of many of the resources had already been conceptualised and set in place before my appointment, I initially did not engage in extensive discussion about the contested nature of the construction of civics and citizenship education, nor the range of understandings about the core aims and purpose of the project. Having said this, I cannot vouch that this was also the case for project officers in the other States and Territories because we each had independent contractual arrangements with the respective state bureaucracies and tailored professional development to particular State or Territory contexts. 
 
Professional development as problematic It was during the first phase of funding that I felt an uneasy disquiet about two issues: the effectiveness of the train-the-trainer model of professional 
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development and the lack of fertile problematizing of civics and citizenship education.  In reference to the first point, it became clear to that to truly engage teachers in embedding civics and citizenship into their school curricula required more than giving teachers free glossy resources, no matter how teacher-friendly they were. Further, the provision of teacher relief payments and additional funding for resources that we offered in WA for teachers to attend professional development sessions were only effective to the point in getting teachers to sign up for the professional development sessions run by the trainers.  It was insufficient in ensuring that the resources and civics and citizenship more generally were embedded in school curricula. This top down, almost cargo cult approach to curriculum change did little to extend or really engage teachers on an intellectual level about the problematic nature of civics and citizenship education.  During the initial stages of this first round of funding everything was provided – the resources, the professional development and ‘the answers’. This brings me to the second issue about which I felt uneasy. There was little room for teachers to ‘own’ or contribute, to problematise understandings of what effective and meaningful civics and citizenship education might look like and feel like in their own contexts.  The critical and creative expertise of teachers was sidelined in favour of a more transmissive approach. Here I am reminded of Giroux (2010) who refers to the importance of ensuring that the intellectual work of teachers in areas such as curriculum development and pedagogy is strenuously defended and supported. His concern is over the minimisation of the intellectual components and ‘dumbing down’ of teachers’ work so that they are increasingly more likely to be now considered ‘clerks of the empire’ (p.8). This is because teachers are ‘no longer being asked to think critically or be creative in the classroom’ (p. 1). As Giroux (2010) states: Seldom accorded the status of intellectuals that they deserved, they remain the most important component in the learning process for students … Yet, teachers are being deskilled, unceremoniously removed from the process of school governance, largely reduced to technicians. (p. 1)  
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And later: rather than viewed as disinterested [and uninterested?] technicians, teachers should be viewed as engaged intellectuals, willing to construct the classroom conditions that provide the knowledge, skills and culture of questioning necessary for students to participate in critical dialogue with the past, question authority, struggle with ongoing relations of power and prepare themselves for what it means to be active and engaged citizens in the interrelated local, national and global public spheres. (p. 4)  Leistyna (2010) expands this idea by claiming that teachers’ required levels of expertise has been ‘reduced to a fixed body of content knowledge … and [they are] expected to meet an extremely narrow range of skill requirements … any concern with pedagogy … has virtually disappeared’  (p. 74).  These words suggest that on reflection the approach we were using provided a narrow construction of teachers’ work. In the case of the Discovering Democracy resources and professional development that was associated with it in Western Australia, teachers were only required to implement, to use the resources in their classes; we inadvertently had positioned them not to be intellectuals with the expertise to problematise the slippery nature of citizenship education and what this might entail in their school communities.   In this regard, Giroux’s (2010) argument that ‘teachers should be viewed as engaged intellectuals’ (p. 4) who embrace the potential of an informed and theorised pedagogy that scrutinises content in ways that critique and empower has resonance because on reflection, this certainly was not an imperative associated with the Discovering Democracy professional development program in WA. Further, to Giroux’s (2010) notion of the importance of the intellectual work of teachers and in reference to the tenets of critical theory, I would also insist that teachers are, and must be, artisans and activists. Their work not only has to be respected for its intellectual dimensions but also its creative dimensions. These creative dimensions are used to motivate and inspire; they include skills to manipulate texts and cajole recalcitrant students and in massaging curriculum and making connections with everyday experiences.  These cannot be underestimated and are fundamental to ensuring students remain engaged and 
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participate in the learning process. For me, teachers are the intellectual artisans in schools, and, when taken further within the parameters of critical theory, they have the potential to be intellectual activists as well. Having sets of resources and neatly framed professional development could not guarantee that this intellectual work was respected.   
Citizenship as problematic  In addition to concerns about the ways in which resources were developed and the intent about professional development that accompanied them, there was insufficient engagement with the problematic nature and constructions of civics and its connections to citizenship education. As evidenced in the Discovering Democracy units of work in particular, there was a heavy emphasis on civics education, the formal processes and structures of government and their historical roots.  While civic knowledge was highlighted as lacking among electors in the various Senate reports that were produced in the 1990s, it was ‘a civic deficit approach’ (Brady & Kennedy, 2003, p. 135) that was applied in the Discovering Democracy materials. In the focus on civic knowledge it seems that there was very little in the materials that encouraged teachers and communities to incorporate a more active citizenship dimension to highlight the importance of dispositions, dialogue, critique, agency, let alone community activism. That is, the Discovering Democracy teaching resources and professional development in WA showed a strong bias towards ‘developing students’ (and teachers’) knowledge of the history and operation of Australia's political and legal systems and institutions, and of the principles that underpin Australian democracy’ – that is, its civics orientation - rather than its other aim, that is, ‘to think of themselves [students] as active citizens’ and how this might actually be achieved. While some later resources (such as Discovering Democracy through Research) took up the imperative to consider a more constructivist approach to civics and citizenship through an emphasis on students finding out about citizenship activities in their local communities, this was a much later and relative to the extent of other resources on civics, quite a meagre contribution. 
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International Education Assessment: Civic Education Survey  The concern over the focus on civics at the expense of citizenship education was further supported by the results of the International Education Assessment (IEA) Civic Education Survey that were released towards the end of the 1990s (Mellor, Kennedy & Greenwood, 2002). Suzanne Mellor’s (2002) work in analysing the results of Australian students’ responses in the IEA Civic Education Survey cast further doubt about the approach to professional development we had been using and the overall emphasis on civics rather than citizenship education.  In a conference paper presented in 2002, she noted that ‘schools that model democratic practice are the most efficient in providing civic knowledge and engagement with their students’ (p. 56). Later in this text, Mellor (2002) asserts that schools:  must provide all students with opportunities to actively participate in classroom and school governance … and … provide models of and practice in good democratic decision-making. (p. 59)  Such claims by Mellor demonstrated that civic knowledge, the backbone of the Discovering Democracy project, was more likely to be developed when opportunities were provided for real engagement by students in their school and local communities or with issues that affected them; that schools assisted their students to become more knowledgeable when they offered more ‘authentic’ and activist programs.  Civic knowledge was more likely to be developed, according to the results of the IEA survey for Australian students, when associated with participatory and meaningful action. As Brady and Kennedy (2003) suggest:   to be successful, CCE must speak to young people, to their needs and  concerns. (p. 137)  and that:  Being a citizen involves being part of a community and being involved in it …[it is] an experiential process that requires involvement in and commitment to one’s community and its people. (p. 142)  
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Conceptual & pragmatic imperatives for change to model of professional 
development  From such a perspective it seemed that an ‘experiential process’ was what had been lacking in our professional development program. This was added grist for our disquiet about a train the trainer model of professional development and the approach of the Discovering Democracy program with its focus on resources for the classroom, rather than on interrogation of key concepts and ideals. Further, Moroz (2001) also articulated unease about the appropriateness of the professional development model we were using and the nature of the Discovering Democracy materials.  He claimed that the implementation of Discovering Democracy materials in schools faltered because of a lack of a serious interrogation of the dimensions of civics and citizenship education and the project’s reliance on teacher-centred approaches. Others such as Robison and Parkin (1997) claimed that the over-emphasis on historical perspectives of citizenship sidelined other, more topical and controversial issues that were more likely to engage adolescents in learning and be relevant to their needs and aspirations. Such a position was also supported by research undertaken by the Commonwealth (Krincks, 1999) that recognised that ‘a focus on 'dry' facts ... was hardly going to inspire a new generation to show an interest, let alone to participate actively, in politics’ …  and that …  ‘evidence suggests that knowledge of government does not necessarily lead to political participation’ (no page). To these critiques we can add the work of Carter, Ditchburn and Bennett (2005) who noted that the Discovering Democracy materials were ‘fairly traditional and tend to reflect an establishment point of view’ (p. 216). Furthermore, the materials were being implemented, according to Carter et al. (2005), at a time when schools in Western Australia were required to implement a new outcomes-based, 
Curriculum Framework, P-12. The coincidental alignment of these major curriculum initiatives served not as two ‘supporting acts’ but were conceived ‘under the rubric of a very different philosophy’ (p. 217) of education. 
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While there was unease over the conceptual and pedagogical framework that defined the Discovering Democracy resources and the associated professional development program in Western Australia, there was also an additional pragmatic imperative that emerged towards the end of the first round of funding.  It became clear that the Commonwealth was interested in seeing ‘examples of best practice’, evidence from schools of how they had used the materials and what innovative teaching and learning practices ensued as a result of their engagement with the program. The idea was to spotlight these innovative programs in national forums and conferences and extrapolate from these ways of value adding to the materials.   From my perspective, what became clear however was that those approaches to professional development that focused on using the materials in the classroom, an approach that was featured in Western Australia, no matter how much they were embedded across year levels or learning areas, was unlikely to produce examples of pedagogical innovation that could be showcased in any national forum.  As Mellor (1996) insisted, ‘the substance of any … curriculum development needs to be the subject of discussion ... by teachers and students’ and that the real world needs to come into the classroom’ (p. 8). In other words, curriculum development and resource use that remained insulated and isolated in the walls of the classroom were unlikely to engender much of a congratulatory response on a national stage.  Instead it was those schools that considered civics and citizenship education more experientially, uniquely and actively outside the classroom and in a local or community context and engaged students as key participants were the schools that emerged as the pedagogical exemplars.  This is not to suggest that merely using the resources in the classroom could not be useful on one level or that it could not progress to further development.  However, such developments were unlikely to be achieved unless a greater interrogation of the possibilities of civics and citizenship, the discussion over meaning as Mellor (1996) claimed, and opportunities for more extensive participation and engagement were featured in school programs. We needed greater opportunities 
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for teachers (and students) to own their responses, to identify their issues and create responses that suited their contexts.   
Critical reflection and action: an alternative approach to professional development As a result of the disquiet over professional development and the emerging and insistent imperative to be able to showcase innovation, an alternative model of professional development was proposed.  During the second round of funding, the spotlight of professional development in Western Australia shifted to incorporate a greater interrogation of the parameters of active citizenship and how that might be enabled and enacted in individual schools.  The aim was not breadth, but depth of engagement.  In the new professional development model, a number of schools applied for grants from the WA Discovering Democracy project to embed active citizenship in their school.  This rather broad aim enabled schools to begin to define what active citizenship was to them, how they might enact and how they might engage their students in the process.  In this regard there was a greater acknowledgment of the place of school and community contexts in naming and framing approaches to active citizenship.  This form of professional development also required that teachers in schools worked together in a ‘whole school approach’ so that the project did not become the preserve of one or two individuals, that it was not necessarily classroom specific and that there was widespread consultation and acceptance by the school community of the importance of this issue.  As an aside, I should also add that when the idea of a whole school approach to civics and citizenship education was first raised, my thoughts were that it was largely going to be about ensuring that appropriate school structures were in place to enable students to have a say. Perhaps this was a subconscious reflection of my experiences in schools in Victoria, and this was to give the student cohort, through a Student Representative Council (SRC) for example, a clear, valid and valued place for their representatives to make decisions that affected the student body; a working example of representative democracy, if you like. On reflection, it also clearly demonstrated the need to open up discussion of meanings, and not assume a 
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common understanding of what active citizenship might entail.  This narrow view of what was possible and what was needed was ultimately replaced by something far more visionary and was directly precipitated by the inclusion of more theoretical perspectives of citizenship education.   
Using results of research and theory In WA we invited Suzanne Mellor to present her findings of the IEA study and to discuss its meaning for teachers and practices in schools. In my reflections from the time, I noted that she ‘forced us all to think about the importance of inclusivity and getting students involved in projects’ (author’s unpublished notes). These imperatives supported the development of more localised and ‘authentic’ programs in schools that engaged whole communities, a position that was further developed by the work of local academics. In the second round of funding we entered into a partnership with academics from Murdoch University to provide formal workshop sessions to assist us in theorising about citizenship education, in problematizing the meaning of active citizenship and supporting teachers and schools in working through the process of cultural change that engagement in a more expansive citizenship project required. Gramsci (1971) would describe the role of these academic advisors as the ‘organic intellectuals’, those with the social function to express terms of counter hegemony and assist in activist work.  The use of the knowledge, skills and expertise of academics from Murdoch University in framing understandings of citizenship education showed us what we had missed in the previous round of funding.  My notes from the time stated that a large part of the presentations were about ‘the principles of action research and the importance of making space for reflection … for journal writing and for developing relationships’ (unpublished).  I also noted that an important task for the teachers was actually, ‘deciding what the problem is – and is it what everyone thinks it is?’ Here there was an explicit reference to being wary of assumptions about how we conceptualise citizenship education, how we talk about it and how we might address this in our schools. While the fine grained details of these professional development sessions with the participating teachers from twenty 
75  
schools now escape me, the important point was that academics were able to provide an overview of the ways in with citizenship education might be theorised and how teachers might construct their own understandings and their place within that. The academics were able to provide alternative ways of understanding the broad parameters of active citizenship and were able to highlight the multitudinous ways in which our understandings about what is possible are shaped by influences that appear to be neutral – but are not necessarily so (Kincheloe, 2005).   
Whose knowledge and interests? Hearing these talks enabled me to at last consider the main source of the unease I had felt about what we had been doing. We had not sufficiently questioned, problematized nor critiqued the constructions of citizenship education that had been parachuted into Discovering Democracy project.  We had no substantial theoretical framework, and instead, we had accepted as complete those understandings about what was important knowledge about civics and citizenship education and the particular aspects of Australian history that supported what had been achieved.  This was the ‘official knowledge’ (Apple, 1990) that had been supplied and is also reminiscent of Habermas’ (1972) notion of ‘knowledge interests’, or, the basis, goals and methods of particular forms of knowledge generation. In Habermas’ framework, a technical interest, as Grundy (1987) has described it, aims at ‘control and the technical exploitability of knowledge’ (p. 12) and is based on knowledge formed from empirical-analytic, positivist experience of the world. Such a stance, Grundy writes, uses rule following action based in ‘empirically grounded laws’ (p.12) to achieve its aims. In education, this can be expressed as: an interest in controlling pupil learning so that, at the end of the teaching process, the product will conform to the eidos (ie the intentions or the ideas) expressed in the original objectives. (p. 12)   In the context of the Discovering Democracy professional development project in WA, we had originally not drawn on conceptual understandings that could give 
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shape to our disparate ways of understanding, or sources of knowlege. As Habermas (1972) describes it, this is the ‘practical’ or hermeneutic-historical and interactive interest, ‘where meaning is created through social interaction’ (Grundy, 1987, p. 15), nor had we seriously considered an ‘emancipatory’ knowledge interest. That is, we originally accepted a particular perspective of the basis of truth claims about citizenship education that largely ignored the importance of the social construction of knowledge, let alone the transformative goals that could be constructed and what might be possible in our schools.  Further, we had not provided opportunities for teachers to ponder, to contextualise and ‘own’ citizenship education in their schools. What we offered was safe and unproblematic and therefore remained flat and technical.  Our lack of vision and sense of possibility and acknowledgement of the scope of diversity had stymied innovation. We had needed to offer teachers some theoretical signposts, but not assume control, over their revelations of what might be possible. More to the point, I had not fully, deeply and uncomfortably puzzled over the nature of citizenship education within a democratic society.    
Role transition As the project officer, this partnership initiative with Murdoch University was a watershed moment and on reflection, could be described as the first phase of my initiation into Freire’s (1970/2000) process of conscientisation.  I say this because when I first engaged in the role of program coordinator, I understood my role in pragmatic terms – organisation, administration, and compliance with financial and technical deliverables and accountability - with a nod to bigger issues around civics and citizenship education. On reflection, I think that this aspect was certainly a feature of my role but it could have been much more. I equated and reduced my role to ‘what works’ and ‘what needs to be done’ in terms of contractual arrangements and requirements. In this regard I believe that I was a functionary.  In itself this was not a catastrophe, and it was understandable, but it was limiting. In the first round of funding in particular, I did not problematize core assumptions about epistemologies, or valid knowledge 
77  
or official knowledge as contained in the Discovering Democracy materials. I did not necessarily promote the intellectual work of teachers, but rather focused on the uptake and usage of the resources, focusing on numbers attending the professional development sessions and ironing out administrative details. On reflection I suspect my default position at least at the start, was not about engagement with higher levels of analysis about curriculum and pedagogical power and control in the context of and discourses around civics and citizenship education. An alternative perspective, one that would put the spotlight on the ways in which local contexts and diversity might be explored in curriculum architecture and content, were never really considered. As a result I can reflect now that the work I was doing in no way served to challenge underlying assumptions about curriculum architecture and content, the inclusions and exclusions, those who had agency and those who did not, and who should decide. It was largely about numbers, rather than engagement.  
 
Theorising Discovering Democracy professional development in WA This lengthy expose of my involvement with the Discovering Democracy program may be used to explain the way in which the tenets of critical theory and critical pedagogy may be overlain by events as I have documented and recalled them.  After a lapse of over ten years, I can now more confidently claim that the broad principles of a critical pedagogy, as described earlier in this chapter, clearly could be applied to and have resonance in real contexts. Most importantly, this narrative has highlighted some important considerations that impact on my understandings of and approaches to the Australian Curriculum. In the spirit of critical theory and critical pedagogy, I now want to raise a number of issues about:  
• control of curriculum content as official knowledge and the hidden ideological nature of this program;  
• the importance of teachers’ agency in curriculum work;  
• the sidelining of activism;  
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• the process of conscientisation.  The provision of a large number of accessible, cheap and teacher friendly resources created an opportunity for the Commonwealth to imprint its version of a suitable civics program in Australian schools.  While initial aims included a more broadly-based purpose to incorporate and promote an active citizenship dimension, this was ultimately translated into a ‘safer’ version of civics education in the materials, and initially sustained in Western Australia by its model of professional development. As such, it became more of an example of passive citizenship. The dominant focus in the materials on institutional political structures and key events in the history of democracy in Australia confined examples of content to ‘comfortable’ levels. What is significant is that the particular version of the content was largely confined to civics education that could be totally taught in the confines of the classroom. There were several implications of this safe and controlled approach.  
Official knowledge The first implication was that such an approach left civics and citizenship education, and by implication the nature of democracy, as uncontested nouns.  By promoting the notion that the materials provided a large slice of what is important to know, it sidelined (though not totally eradicated) alternative ways of knowing, of democracy as a lived experience in the students’ lives, democracy in situ, democracy as practice, rather than something to be learned about in written or multi-media texts. In this way it provided a hidden ideological frame that insisted that being a citizen in a democracy meant that a person required a knowledge of the history and functions of democratic institutions and that such knowledge would assist in ensuring a committed and orderly populace at election time.  The clear rationale, the boundaries of content, the examples of effective pedagogies and useful resources were all provided - and thus was an example of  ‘official knowledge’ (Apple, 1990) and based on technical knowledge interests 
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(Habermas, 1972) of what civics education in Australia should, rather than could, be. What is also at issue here is what that ‘official knowledge’ excluded.  There was the sense in the Discovering Democracy project that Australia had already achieved the status of a democracy. Perhaps on one level, Australia had some key elements that distinguish a democratic society, with full universal suffrage (but not achieved until the 1960s) as well as embedded structures for social welfare.  But the history of democracy that had been described and championed was one where it was assumed that democracy had already been achieved - we had arrived – and that there were in fact necessary and complete structures to protect human rights, constitutional reform to enshrine this in our judicial system, and to alleviate disadvantage and inequality – even for those who had not been given the status of citizen (Choules & Down, 2006).  Equally important, there was little in the Discovering Democracy materials that explored equity and justice issues around social class or gender or ability.  For example, while there were several sections devoted to improvements in that status of Aboriginal people, with particular reference to the 1962 referendum, the 1930s Day of Mourning, the Mabo case in the High Court, there was very little that spoke about any of the ‘frontier wars’ (Reynolds, 2013) that occurred in the colonies between Indigenous and non-Indigenous people, let alone contemporary issues around equity and systemic disadvantage among Indigenous and other marginalised groups – and the ways that these issues can contribute to injustice and be undemocratic. Similarly, the overwhelming emphasis on the exploits of colonial men and their British ancestors in securing the vote were featured.  As Kennedy (2005b) states, ‘the European roots of Australian democracy’ (p. 404) were featured. While few would disregard suffrage as an important characteristic of any democratic society, what was excluded, for example, was any extensive reference to the process by which Australian women, one of the first in the world, were mobilised to achieve the right to vote.  Their methods to achieve the right to vote, the nature of opposition that was confronted and addressed, the actions of key players and other ordinary women, acting as active citizens or as role models were not 
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featured.  These actors barely get a mention in the Discovering Democracy materials.    The point I wish to make is that a particular and condensed version of civics and citizenship was promoted in the materials. The process and structures to enable a representative democracy were articulated, but I would argue that the achievement of a more broadly understood construction of full democratic status, including ways to confront disadvantage, is an ideal that we have yet to achieve. As such, the frames of citizenship education were narrow and defined. While we might agree with what was included, more important is the knowledge that was excluded, such as those excluded from the ‘history of democracy’ and a lack of an acknowledgement that there was perhaps more to the story and more stories, that could be investigated.   The tethering of citizenship education to glossy resources and pedantic professional development (in WA) had in fact blinkered visions about what might be possible.  The lens provided by critical theory and critical pedagogy provides an opportunity to see what is possible and valued differently and give shape to more locally based and emergent approaches. As Freire (1970/2000) and other critical pedagogues would argue, we need to problematize, to engage in dialogue, to trouble and to question so that all curriculum knowledge is interrogated and scrutinised for the omissions and the exaggerations, for the perspectives that glorify and exclude and as well as those that include. It could be said, as suggested by Kumashiro (2009), that ‘the task is to ask questions about the political implications of the underlying story being told by whatever is included’ (p. 62) and ‘to expose and complicate’ (p. 66) that story. It is the way a story is positioned as commonsense, according to Kumashiro that ‘needs to be challenged and examined’ (p. xxxvi) by asking questions such as: What does a democratic society look like? How do we achieve that? How might we know when we did and what might be the place of ordinary citizens in achieving that state? Who should be included in this process and how might we do that?    
Teachers’ agency This narrative makes it clear that any curriculum innovation has to provide opportunities for teachers to have agency and to ‘own’ the content and the pedagogy. 
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No-one else can effectively do the curriculum work of teachers. In the example of Discovering Democracy, if teachers are given all the necessary resources to use in their teaching as well as ‘support’ from professional development that in effect advertises and promotes a particular ‘brand’ of civics, rather than necessarily ‘intellectualise’ such a perspective, then it is not always the case that implementation in the ways intended will follow. Provision of resources, regardless of their quality or quantity and professional development that is structured around these resources, cannot replace opportunities for teachers to interrogate meanings, to begin to theorise, problem pose and to contextualize issues – and to be more conscious of the frames that are used to define their work. Time is required to collaboratively tease out, shape, think about and discuss trajectories and boundaries, to explore what is possible and doable and challenging. As shown here, it is often the case that greater levels of exposure to the bigger frames or concepts that inform the implementation of an innovation are needed prior to full engagement and implementation. Discovering Democracy in my experience was a safe undertaking because it did not promote teachers as activists, perhaps because of the possibly messy outcomes that could ensue if such an approach was championed. It was likely that such a perspective would be regarded as too difficult to control and its outcomes would be less predictable. These were the qualities that were promoted but, paradoxically, not championed.  How might schools and teachers conceptualise their role in this process and what place was there for students to negotiate and be part of this terrain?  Thinking back to the time when project officers were required to nominate cases of best practice, I am reminded, in the spirit of Giroux (1985, 2010), that unless we do allow scope for teachers to be intellectual artisans and activists then we will be left with curricula that alienates, divides and stultifies.  
Conclusion In the Discovering Democracy program the Commonwealth in effect attempted to colonise a space in the Australian school curriculum but I do not want to suggest that the Discovering Democracy initiative was an intentional precursor to the 
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introduction of the Australian Curriculum. Using the broad and questioning stance provided by critical theory and critical pedagogy, what is clear is that both Discovering Democracy and the Australian Curriculum initiatives have involved similar processes to ensure broadly based support: creating and defining ‘the problem’ using a discourse that is reasonable and defensible, controlling the way in which this ‘problem’ will be addressed and creating tight parameters that frame the extent of debate and consultation.  In the example of the Discovering Democracy program, it is important to recognise the level and nature of the control exerted by the Commonwealth in naming, framing and constructing a version of civics education that decided what was appropriate for all students to learn.   The Discovering Democracy program not only provided this construction, it also created civics and citizenship as a curriculum issue. Using a rationale that was clearly defensible, the rhetoric of the program, the provision of a range of useful resources, an umbrella of professional support and a huge amount of funding contributed to an acceptance of, or at least little resistance to, the program.  Civics and citizenship and Discovering Democracy were the main events in town. But, the commonwealth government also enabled a particular version of civics education to be promoted, one that ultimately focused almost exclusively on knowledge that could be contained in the walls of the classroom, and was thereby safe and manageable. Ultimately, what was provided was reminiscent of the subcutaneous and invisible dome of commonsense, of assumed agreement that characterises a hegemonic discourse (Gramsci, 1971). This influence over content and other accoutrements to curriculum change that were witnessed in this program also served to more narrowly construct teachers as functionaries. In WA, by initially not recognising the necessary conditions to foster an inquisitive, intellectual, active and creative disposition among teachers, we reinforced dominant ways of knowing and doing.  Teachers did not need to think – critically (Freire, 1970/2000). Through the narrativisation of these professional experiences, I am more clearly able to situate what I initially described as my ‘knee-jerk reaction’ to the 
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introduction of the Australian Curriculum.  The tenets of autoethnography have given me permission to unearth the sources of ‘how I know’, and framed them more clearly through the lens of critical theory and critical pedagogy. Finally, earlier in this chapter, I referred to McLaren’s (2003) claim that we need to ask ‘how and why knowledge gets constructed the way it does and why some are legitimated and celebrated’ (p. 72).  Such a question provides a useful seque to understanding the Australian Curriculum.   
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Chapter 3 
A national Australian curriculum: In whose interests? 
 Ditchburn, G. (2012). The national Australian curriculum:  In whose interests? Asia Pacific Journal of Education, Vol 32(3), pp. 259-269.   
 
 
Abstract The introduction of an Australian curriculum is likely to have a widespread and long-term impact on schools, teachers and students and yet there has been a swift and an almost unquestioning acceptance of its introduction by the Australian public and by educators.  This paper will use theoretical frameworks informed by Gramsci’s cultural hegemony and the discourses and concepts related to neo-liberalism, to contribute to an understanding of the overwhelming acceptance of the idea of a national curriculum.  The paper will refer to critiques of neo-liberalism that have shaped a range of educational priorities internationally (Apple 1990; McLaren and Kincheloe 2007) and in Australia (Kenway, 2008).  Using a critical approach to sources from the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA) and elsewhere, it will be argued that the introduction of an Australian curriculum is intentionally positioned to meet the needs of global markets and the economy, rather than necessarily the needs of students or teachers.  The paper will conclude by suggesting that economic interests under neo-liberal conditions are driving and defining our approach to an Australian curriculum and that this agenda will potentially sideline other important considerations, such as addressing issues of diversity and local contexts that must inhere in any curriculum provision.  
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Introduction A neo-liberal hegemony has provided the architecture and discourse to effectively position the national Australian curriculum as an inevitable and commonsensical outcome of global and national corporate economic interests.  In the process, opportunities for fertile debate about fundamental educational or curriculum questions or directions have largely been sidelined, leaving these larger vested interests exposed.  Disconnected from local realities, the Australian Curriculum is being introduced as a decontextualised edifice, depersonalised and homogenised, it has eschewed the celebration of difference and adopted a one-size-fits-all approach that appears to have been overwhelmingly accepted by the majority of educators and the wider Australian community. By way of context, the first decade of the twenty-first century is not the first time that the Australian states, territories and the commonwealth have toyed with the idea of a national curriculum, but it is the first time that we are likely to see it eventuate. In the past, political challenges around state versus commonwealth authority often interrupted the fulfilment of a national curriculum (Reid, 2005).  But, it may well be that a national Australian curriculum is an idea whose time has come.  Maybe there has been a message that resonates with us all about the importance of national unity in times of ‘crisis’ (Giroux, 2010), or curriculum consistency and economies of scale that a national curriculum might provide, or the fact that in England, a frequent source of educational emulation, national curriculum has been implemented for some years.  These are factors that did not exist to the same extent during previous attempts at national curriculum collaboration over the last fifty or so years. For some, it is these practical reasons that make perfect and common sense and thus make the idea of a national curriculum plausible and acceptable to the Australian public.  However, it will be argued that it is important to pause and consider more deeply the source of this historic change to, and general acceptance of, the idea of a national curriculum because the official and pragmatic rationale for this important educational initiative tells only part of the story.  The lack of vigorous or extensive public scrutiny or debate, in the media and in educational circles, can be seen as an 
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outcome of an acceptance of a broader and consistent global neo-liberal discourse that has provided a sense of legitimacy and authenticity to the introduction of a national Australian curriculum.  This blurring of the political and the economic domains that feature in an international neo-liberal context, has contributed to a commonsensical inevitability of a national curriculum, one that appears to require little public discussion or critique.  This is an idea that has its roots in the Gramscian notion of cultural hegemony that has been applied by Apple  (1990, 2006); Apple and Buras (2006); and other critical theorists including McLaren & Kincheloe (2007).  Of particular interest here is that the hegemony of a neo-liberal discourse within a global context has shrouded a fundamental question that needs to be asked about the introduction of an Australian curriculum: Whose interests are being served? This paper is not about the architecture and content of a national curriculum in various subjects (even though this is a debate we do need to have), nor how such a curriculum should be implemented and who should decide (also very important debates) but rather, the focus will be on how neo-liberal interests have been validated and legitimated through the idea of a national curriculum.  Gramsci’s ‘hegemony’ as a perspective from which to position these neo-liberal imperatives will be used to provide a theoretical framework.   The paper will refer to the Melbourne Declaration on Educational Goals for 
Young Australians (The Melbourne Declaration) (Ministerial Council on Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affairs, [MCEETYA] 2008) as a source from which a national curriculum and its associated discourses and documents have been framed.  In addition, statements made by The Hon. Julia Gillard (2008), former federal Minister for Employment, Education and Workplace Relations, who oversaw the initial stages of the national curriculum will be featured, as well as a sample analysis of presentations delivered by Prof. Barry McGaw (2009) and other key Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA) personnel related to the rationale behind a national curriculum.  The strong links between McGaw’s role as Director of ACARA and his former role as the Director for Education for the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development 
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(OECD), which oversaw the Programme for International Student Achievement (PISA), will be made. The conclusion will suggest that the lack of debate about the idea of a national curriculum owes a lot to a hegemony where cultural values, assumed to be shared by civil institutions and social groups, in fact camouflage the interests of a global neo-liberal political economy.  In the process, fundamental questions about curriculum provision such as providing for diverse student populations or multiple future life trajectories for young Australians appear to have been sidelined. 
 
Educators’ responses to the idea of a national curriculum As stated earlier, there has been little vehement, or even subdued, opposition to the idea of a national curriculum in Australia.  Not only has the media not entered into an oppositional debate, but also for several peak bodies of educators, including unions, Principals associations and subject associations, resistance to a national curriculum has been framed in terms of pragmatic, not conceptual, objections.  For example, the Australian Education Union (AEU), ‘representing 180 000 teachers and educators’ across sectors did not raise concerns about the idea of a national curriculum per se.  Instead, it stated that, among other items, it was ‘deeply concerned about the scope and timeframe of the  … consultation process’ (AEU, 2010, p. 2). The Australian Secondary Principals Association (ASPA) noted that ‘a compulsory, explicit and consistent approach to curriculum across Australia is welcomed’ (ASPA, 2010, p. 1) and its ‘eight recommendations’ to ACARA largely related to issues around time frames for implementation, frameworks and consultation processes.  The Australian Primary Principals’ Association went further and ‘welcomed the decision by [MCEECDYA] … to endorse Australia’s new national curriculum’ (2010).  The national subject associations representing teachers of English, Mathematics, Science and History prepared a joint statement that, as expected, supported the idea of a national curriculum in these four subjects and stated that ‘we endorse a national K-12 curriculum that supports teachers in meeting the needs of students into the future’ but later added that there needed to be ‘substantial effort and resources’ to 
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‘supporting teachers’ professional work’ in this regard (2008).   For an organisation likely to be ‘disadvantaged’ by a national curriculum for example, in history, the Social Education Association of Australia (SEAA) responded to the national history curriculum by stating that ‘the idea of allocating History to be the vehicle for social science and humanities education appear to our members to be problematic’ (2008, p.1) and later referred to the importance of inter-disciplinarity and professional development for teachers in the development of a national curriculum.  Thus, if these responses represent a sample of the concerns raised by educators from a variety of contexts, then it seems that the idea of a national curriculum is one in which not only is there little disagreement, but where opposition has taken the form of criticisms of the detail, not the idea of a national curriculum. Such a claim therefore suggests that a different perspective to explain the overwhelming endorsement of a national curriculum needs to be provided.  
Cultural hegemony While the use of hegemony is not a new way to understand educational policy, with authors such as Apple (1990, 2006); Freire (1970/2000); Carlson (2006); Gandin (2006); McLaren & Kincheloe (2007); Smyth, Angus, Down & McInerney (2009) having applied, either directly or indirectly, the notion of hegemony in various educational contexts, what will be discussed here at some length is the application of cultural hegemony as a way to understand the overwhelming acceptance of the idea of a national Australian curriculum and thereby provide indications of the hidden vested interests being served by this curriculum.  Gramsci’s concept of cultural hegemony has been described as ‘the nexus of material and ideological instruments through which the ruling class maintains power’ (Hawkes, 2003, p. 114), or a dominant ‘worldview’ that is ‘internalised’ and ‘unchallengeable’ so that it becomes part of the ‘natural order of things’ (Boggs, 1976, p. 39).  This hegemony ensures that those from the subordinate classes share the values of the ruling class.  The ‘natural’ order of things is thereby sustained and unchallenged so that alternative futures and trajectories are barely 
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imagined or relegated to what we could call the ‘looney fringe’. Unlike orthodox Marxists who perceive the structure of the economy and economic interests as fundamental to understanding power relations in society, Gramsci’s belief in the continued dominance by a particular group did ‘not depend on economic and political power alone but rather on persuading the ruled to accept the system of beliefs of the ruling class and to share their social, cultural and moral values’ (Joll, 1977, p. 8). While Smith (2010) asserts that Gramsci’s hegemony was not developed ‘as a coherent whole’, and its complexities and uses in different contexts has caused some confusion, she also argues that it is useful to consider this concept ‘as a process that is based in civil society’ (p. 40), including institutions such as organised religions, the mass media, the law and education.  These institutions are effective instruments in maintaining a committed, tacit consent, without the use of coercion or decree. Gramsci believed that ‘these ideological institutions are more important in upholding hegemony of the ruling class than any purely economic factors’ (Hawkes, 2003, p. 115).  Thus for Gramsci, the ruling class remained dominant because their values were largely accepted and supported not only by civil institutions that have some degree of autonomy, but also by those who were being subordinated.  In fact, according to Smith (2010), hegemony ‘originates in the thoughts, beliefs and actions of everyday people’ (p. 39).  For the purposes of this paper, Gramsci’s cultural hegemony is useful for gaining a perspective on the reasons underlying and acceptance of the introduction to a national curriculum in Australia because this device highlights the power and force of tacit, shared and assumed values that have contributed to defining our national curriculum priorities. During the later part of the twentieth century, Apple’s (1996) critique of a ‘conservative modernisation’ applied Gramsci’s hegemonic framework to understand current acceptance of neo-liberal agendas in education.  For Apple, the on-going fixation on economic growth with its links to human capital theory as inevitable, desirable and commonsensical, represent the hegemonic culture that is defining all that we do, including education policy.  Apple (2006) later developed this theme by suggesting that an unwritten alliance between seemingly 
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disparate groups in the USA – the Christian Right, a new managerial class, neo-liberals and neo-conservatives – served to bolster popular perspectives not only on the role and purpose of schooling as a conduit to and as a support for the economy but also, the kind of knowledge deemed to be legitimate in schools.  Like Apple, we can use such a perspective to frame our understanding of the Australian curriculum.  This is because curriculum can be regarded as a reflection of what is considered ‘legitimate knowledge … by specific social groups’ (Apple, 1990, p. 45) and is part of a ‘selective tradition’ that ‘serves to ideologically buttress and naturalise structurally based social and economic inequalities’ (Weis, McCarthy & Dimitriadis, 2006, p. 5). It assumes a meritocratic position where mere access to the ‘right’ curriculum will be sufficient for all students to achieve, regardless of context, and is remarkably reminiscent of Apple’s (1979) words where ‘the language of learning tends to be apolitical and ahistorical’ (p. 30).   
 
A neo-liberal hegemony For Olssen and Peters (2005), neo-liberalism is where political and corporate interests work together in order to create ‘the appropriate market by providing the conditions, laws and institutions necessary for its [business] operation’ (p. 315) and to ‘engineer the conditions for efficient economic production’ (p. 318).  The nexus between the economy, corporate interests and the state becomes a formidable bloc that bolsters the importance of economic growth and in its swirl, education becomes a key institution that is essential to its progress.  Further, a neo-liberal discourse is about the hijacking of language, concepts and worldview related to the field of economics, business, and the corporate sector and applying them to educational, and other, spheres.  Concepts such as ‘consumer choice’, ‘efficiency’ and ‘competitiveness’ from economics have all been applied to reforms in education in Australia especially over the past five years, with the growth of funding for private schools and the increasing level of competition for enrolments between schools.  It is a language and an outlook that has come to be seamlessly imposed onto education to the extent that it has begun to increasingly define and frame what educators do, why they do it and how they evaluate themselves. Or, 
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according to Down (2009) ‘Neo-liberalism is committed to the idea that the market should be the central organising principle for all political, social and economic decisions’ (p. 51), including education.  Further, Smyth, Angus, Down and McInerney (2009) allege that neo-liberalism is a ‘discourse of deceit that masquerades as a false set of promises … [where schools end up being] ‘annexes of the economy’ (p. 13).  Neo-liberalism has become the hegemonic device that defines reality, relations, work and aspirations and, according to Olssen and Peters (2005), governments are increasingly taking a proactive role in ensuring the necessary conditions for such perspectives to flourish. The danger of such a narrow version of what’s real or valued however, is that ‘ideas … are insulated from critique and analysis’ (Smyth et al. 2009, p. 8) and become ‘so pervasive and so powerful that it is difficult to ‘unthink’’ (Carlson, 2006, p. 110).  Such descriptors may well be applied to the current response to the Australian curriculum that will be referred to later in this paper. The ways in which a neo-liberal agenda has been manifested within various Australian educational policies and programs have been provided by a number of authors, including Currie, Fisher, Newson, & Vidovich (1996); Marginson (1997); Smyth, Dow, Hattam, Reid, & Shacklock, (2000); Vidovich (2005); Kenway (2008); Vidovich & Allen (2008); Down (2009); Hattam, Prosser & Brady (2009); Klenowski (2009); Klenowski & Adie (2009); Smyth, Angus, Down & McInerney (2009). For example, Currie et al. (1996) referred to neo-liberal agendas framing policy in the higher education sector; Marginson (1997) too noted at a similar time that ‘educational settings and goals are framed according to commercial considerations’.  More recently, Kenway (2008) has alleged that ‘being competitive in the global knowledge economy drives much nation state behaviour … where everything that matters can be measured and micro-managed and that measurements are the best basis for policy judgements’ (p.3); Klenowski (2009) has noted the ubiquitousness of global testing regimes that define what a local curriculum might look like; Smyth et al. (2009) have written much on the lack of alternative and transformative perspectives on schooling as a result of conservative, neo-liberal political agendas; Hattam et al. 
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(2009) have noted that governments as ‘neo-liberal policy actors’ (p. 160) use and are used by the media to influence educational policy; Vidovich (2005) has referred to issues in higher education that have arisen as a result of the widespread use of performance agendas; and Vidovich and Allen (2008) have considered the vested interests embedded in senior history curriculum in Western Australia.  Thus, it is argued that the current move to an Australian curriculum be positioned as a part of this much larger trend. 
 
Official reasons for an Australian Curriculum There has been a considerable amount of official documentation produced by ACARA to support the implementation of the Australian curriculum. ACARA has articulated the four stages of the development of this process: shaping (including a broad outline of the K-12 curriculum and curriculum design and advice), writing, implementation and evaluation and review.  Associated with each stage are a number of documents, including The Shape of the Australian Curriculum (National Curriculum Board, 2009 and ACARA, 2010) for each of the new subjects, as well as advice for writers and copies of the draft curriculum.  However, because this paper is concerned with the idea of a national curriculum, rather than the specifics of this content, a detailed analysis of these documents will not be provided here.  Instead, there will be a focus on the way in which the rationale for a national curriculum was framed first, in The Melbourne Declaration on 
Educational Goals for Young Australians (MCEETYA, 2008), and through the discourses used in presentations made by The Hon Julia Gillard, Minister for Employment, Education and Workplace Relations who oversaw the early phase of implementation, and at forums chaired by key ACARA personnel particularly between 2009-2010.  Evidence from these sources, as well as through the influences of international testing regimes and announcements on the ACARA website, will be used to argue that a neoliberal global hegemony has provided the overwhelming rationale for a national Australian curriculum.  It will be claimed that a key and consistent message from each of these sources is how education is constructed as operating within a ‘competitive’ and ‘global’ context and thus, the 
94  
reasons provided for a change to a national curriculum centre around reasons that are essentially economic and/or pragmatic and outside of national boundaries. Education within this framework, fundamentally constructs its citizens to be skilled, employable workers capable of competing in, contributing to and being successful in the global economy.  While this may be a ‘commonsensical’ goal of education, the problem is that other goals of education – such as those around human values, about respect for difference, about the role of local contexts and engagements with community, about student and teacher agency – do not feature as part of the conversation about the reasons for a new, national curriculum.  
The Melbourne Declaration on Educational Goals for Young Australians (MCEETYA, 2008), endorsed by the Ministers for Education in each of the states, the territories and the commonwealth, articulated the agreed national purpose and role of Australian schooling.  It was noted that within a changing global context, there was a range of skills and dispositions required of students. It declared the two key goals of schooling in terms of ‘equity and excellence’ and that students become ‘successful learners, confident and creative individuals and active and informed citizens’ (MCEETYA, 2008). The Preamble states that  Australia’s capacity to provide a high quality of life for all will depend on the ability to compete in the global economy on knowledge and innovation ... [and that] … schools play a vital role … in ensuring the nation’s ongoing economic prosperity.  (pp. 7-8)  The document refers to the changing context in which education is being provided, with ‘global integration and international mobility’ first on the list, followed by the increasing influence of ‘India, China and other Asian nations’ so that we need to become ‘Asia literate’.  This is followed by the fact that ‘globalisation and technological change’ have created ‘greater demands on education and skill development’.  Such characteristics it seems to suggest, are all related to the burgeoning needs of a global market and all aspects of the agreed declaration are related, either directly or indirectly, to survival in this globalised economic context. 
95  
Equally compelling have been reasons for a national curriculum provided by ACARA in conference presentations made by Barry McGaw, Chair of ACARA, and by other key ACARA personnel at state-based forums, prior to the release of the Australian Curriculum.  For example, speaking at a conference in Queensland, McGaw (2009) listed two key reasons for a new curriculum.  First on his list of reasons was the impact of ‘globalisation’ where ‘international comparisons are more important than intra-national comparisons’ because ‘interstate competition has not yielded great benefits’.  Referring to the fact that ‘a nation as a whole can do better than its parts’, McGaw alluded to the efficiencies and ‘greater capacity’ of ‘working together’ as a nation rather than as a federation of states. Interestingly, McGaw’s references to the international context and ‘to what’s happening elsewhere in the world’ provide ‘clear evidence of [other] countries on the move’. Using data from the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) tests, McGaw showed how Australia’s international ranking had been challenged by some other countries.  His frequent references to education being positioned within a competitive and international context, like a race that we didn’t know we had entered, is extended further into his presentation when he notes that ‘Poland has caught us … it’s punching above its weight … they were way behind us’; ‘South Korea has moved ahead of us’; we need to ‘see where we stand in relation to others’.  This is the language of competition, country versus country; like a coach, McGaw urges the team to ‘altogether raise our performance’.  While he does refer to the importance of ‘equity’ as a corollary to ‘performance’, his second reason for introducing an Australian curriculum, this notion is translated not in terms of acknowledging the importance of those structural inequalities that contribute to the educational ‘tail’, but in terms of indirect deficit, of ‘bringing those at the bottom up’.  Further, given the credibility attached to international data and league tables, there is also the sense that issues of equity are secondary to the main game of improving Australia’s overall international ranking – and to be ‘world class’ (McGaw, 2009).   What is also important to note with regard to Australia’s ranking on international tests, is not that Australia’s results should be cause for an overhaul 
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of the education system, but that McGaw’s use of PISA results and country rankings have become the standard by which education systems are framed and judged on an international scale.  Such a globalised context demands that a country’s performance be judged by international comparisons that can be made public and used for a range of purposes.  As Klenowski (2009) claims ‘global drivers for curriculum … reform in Australia are apparent from policy makers’ responses to international measures of educational attainment such as the results from … PISA’ (p. 2). In support of this claim, Gorur (2008) states that ‘increasingly nations are using PISA scores as measures of the success of their education systems and their policies and to compare themselves with other countries’ or to what’s known as the ‘PISA effect’ (p. 4).  Later, Gorur adds that ‘more recently, the OECD is able to use PISA performance results (outputs) to ‘monitor’ countries’ education systems and to encourage countries to adopt certain policies’ (p. 4).  What this suggests is that, in alignment with Roberts and Peters (2008), an external and remote source is increasingly impacting on understandings of valid knowledge and skills that can be seamlessly situated within a global market framework.  Such a claim is further supported by Klenowski and Adie’s (2009) words that ‘teachers and schools view them [high stakes tests] as accountability measures’ (p. 11) rather than as a way to inform teaching and learning.  The second point to raise here is that if it is true that PISA results indicate a decline in Australian students’ performance, then to cure that decline would require more than a revised curriculum.  Delivering the Fraser lecture in 2008, Gillard said that ‘we know with certainty that the most important factor in determining a child’s likely school performance is the quality of classroom interactions’ (p. 6).  She later cited evidence from the Executive Summary of the McKinsey Report (2007) that identified ‘getting the right people to become teachers and developing them into effective instructors’ were two of the most important factors that determine student ‘success’.  If this is the case, then it highlights that improvements in student learning need to be considered as an outcome that primarily emerges from the relationships, the interactions and the professional expertise of teachers – far more so than curriculum alone.  
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Another source of information about the national curriculum can be found on the ACARA website which is the portal through which educators and more importantly, the Australian public, can keep abreast of progress on the national curriculum. On a pragmatic note, it is stated that a national curriculum will have ‘many benefits’ including: national agreement over what should be taught, ‘regardless of circumstances or location’; giving young people the knowledge and skills they need ‘to effectively engage with and prosper in society and compete in a globalised world and thrive in the information-rich workplaces of the future’; giving parents and teachers a ‘clear understanding of what needs to be covered at each year level’ while also allowing for considerable ‘flexibility’ for teachers ‘to shape their teaching programs’; and, ‘overcoming the barrier of curriculum variation’ for mobile students and families. Thus, there is a clear emphasis on the practical benefits associated with national curriculum provision.  As part of the consultation process, ACARA also instigated a number of state based consultation meetings during 2009 and 2010.  The intention behind these events was to allow discussion and feedback about the new curriculum and to engage with others about its strengths and weaknesses, if not to explain the rationale for a national curriculum.  For example, in March 2010, at a forum in Perth which this author attended, key personnel including Robert Randall (General Manager, Curriculum) and ACARA CEO, Peter Hill, briefed participants about the context and design of the new curriculum, the implementation process, consultation and trialling.  This was followed by small group discussions where relevant educators from a range of systems and sectors were asked to comment on various aspects of one of the four draft curricula, including responding to set questions about the rationale, aims, organization, sequence and standards.  While such forums can provide a sense of consultation and engagement with the decision making process, the tight organization and the tight time frames of this particular forum provided a sense that consultation was to be controlled and conducted within clearly defined parameters.  There was little space open for critical engagement with the rationale behind the new curriculum.  In fact the only reference to the reasons behind its introduction was Randall’s words that ‘a 
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strong education is central to quality of life … our economy … and our standing internationally’.  He also noted how ‘we can do better at this as a country’, echoing McGaw’s phrase and the implicit reference to results from PISA data.  The Perth forum appeared to be conducted on the basis that the introduction of a national curriculum was a fait accompli and all that remained was to tease out the pragmatic details of structure and content and ensure that participants had been consulted.  In this instance, one is reminded of Apple’s (1990) reference to ‘constitutive or basic rules’ (p. 86) that are used to define the legitimate areas for discussion, ‘the types of questions to ask’ and thereby ‘establishing the boundaries of legitimacy’ (p. 87).  At the forum in Perth, it was clear that participants were required to only respond to questions that had been pre-determined and narrowly framed and where the reasons for a national curriculum were not part of that framework. This evidence suggests, as previously mentioned, that there is a sense of inevitability about the introduction of a national curriculum and that a global neo-liberal hegemony has provided the ‘commonsensical’ rationale for this change to a centrally administered and delivered, tested and assessed, national curriculum. From each of these sources is the single, consistent and uncomplicated message: economic competition within global contexts is defining national educational agendas and priorities and along side of this is the importance of students developing necessary skills to ‘compete’ in this market-driven and ‘globalisation from above’ (Apple, Kenway & Singh 2005, p. 10) context.  It is these interests that are intended to be served through a national curriculum. 
 
Discussion This discussion proposes that there is now one unified, valid and valued approach to curriculum provision that is grounded and framed in a hegemonic neo-liberal discourse within a global context.  However, if this is so, then we are in danger of losing sight of the fundamental importance of on-going debate around what an appropriate curriculum might look like but, as suggested in this paper, it appears that a national curriculum is to be provided for, not debated over, despite the 
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‘consultation’ process.  Further, these discourses about the reasons for an Australian curriculum suggest no alternative view. A direct link between the economy and schooling, where schools produce skilled workers able to function within a global context, is acknowledged to be a central and an assumed priority and focus of schooling. While few would challenge at least some instrumental purpose of education in terms of assisting students to achieve knowledge and skills necessary for future work, not to acknowledge alternative views on the role of education ignores crucial elements of schooling and highlights the dominance of the economic interests that are primarily being served.  As Gramsci suggests, such interests have been assumed to be universally shared and ‘commonsensical’. Also worrying, is that once it appears that the architecture of a curriculum – its rationale, its focus, its skills and content - has been already decided and accepted, as the previous discussion suggests, then important debates about the ‘why?’ and ‘what if?’ and ‘who says?’ are sidelined.  This is because provision of curriculum is more than ensuring that young people leave school with the necessary knowledge and skills to work in changing economic circumstances.  These may be important outcomes of schooling, but they are not sufficient of themselves to determine the purposes of a curriculum for all students. Kennedy (2009) suggests that we need to look beyond the technical, the procedural and the pragmatic and to consider the reasons for a national curriculum through an alternative lens. The way we envision and construct curriculum, for Kennedy, means entering into ‘cultural territory’ because curriculum is more about ‘a nation’s soul’ than a ‘technical task’ (2009, p. 6).  We could do well also to be reminded of Reid’s (2005) cautions that ‘approaches to national curriculum collaboration are doomed to fail unless they are first thought about in curriculum [rather than political or economic?] terms’ (p. 66).  Going further, Apple (1990) notes that the ‘curriculum in schools … represents ideological and cultural resources that come from somewhere’ (p. 46).  In other words, curriculum knowledge is ‘not random’ (p. 63): it is an outcome of a bigger project that sets the parameters for defining legitimate knowledge.  Thus curriculum is not something 
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that is neutral; it is not and cannot be static nor universal but is firmly situated within a particular ideological framework that says much about what is valued.  By way of contrast, the language used by key curriculum reformers such as McGaw and ACARA, suggest a different set of understandings.  So far, the discourses surrounding an Australian curriculum have said very little about curriculum theory that is being used to inform curriculum decisions, the aims or core values, let alone about teachers, teaching, schools and students.  There has been little emphasis on a curriculum as a situated construct that ‘speaks to’ and resonates with students, teachers and others, that has a clear and defensible view of curriculum as a social construct that can be meaningfully appropriated by the professionalism of teachers to assist student learning. Further, there is little acknowledgement of context, that the Australian curriculum is being introduced at a time of increasing complexity of teaching and learning in the twenty-first century.  While there are frequent references to the importance of change in a global context and how this change should drive curriculum change, there is little reference to changes in local contexts such as the increasing diversity of students’ needs, identities and aspirations and the need for a greater range of alternative and constructivist pedagogies – and how these local needs might be accommodated or negotiated within a national framework.  One could even speculate about ‘PISA Power’ and similar testing regimes to influence national directions in education.  Increasingly within this global neo-liberal context, our system is ‘on show’ to the rest of the world and how ‘we’ perform has implications for the economy. An acknowledgement of the changing nature of schools themselves as places not only needing to deliver a formal curriculum but increasingly called upon to provide connections, authenticity and meaningful relationships within a community context, similar to those referred to by Gillard (2008), have not been mentioned.  Meanwhile, the accountability and transparency demands placed on teachers and schools by bureaucracies in the introduction of an Australian Curriculum, not only adds considerable weight to teacher workloads but also suggests, more importantly, a significant transformation of their professional role 
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– an issue that requires further investigation.  Smyth and McInerney (2009) summarise this position by claiming that there is a ‘paradigmatic paralysis’ on the part of government and educational power brokers that is incapable of ‘embracing the lives, experiences and aspirations of young people and the teachers and schools who work with them’ (p. 36).  This is a serious oversight.  
Conclusion This paper began by noting the lack of debate and resistance surrounding the idea of an Australian curriculum.  It has used Gramsci’s ‘hegemony’ or an ‘unchallengeable’ and  ‘commonsensical inevitability’, as a device to frame a response to this lack of debate and to reveal the hidden interests that are being served by the introduction of an Australian curriculum.  The paper refers to a number of critical theorists who have adapted such a perspective to a range of international and Australian educational contexts and revealed, through references to sources from MCEETYA and ACARA, the pervasiveness and potency of the hegemonic neo-liberal global discourse in defining educational priorities and policies.  This theoretical backdrop is useful in positioning the recent progress of ACARA’s Australian Curriculum.  More importantly however, this paper concludes that further discussion is required about various elements of the proposed curriculum.  In particular, future projects need to address the specific knowledge and understandings revealed in the Australian Curriculum, such as in the History curriculum, the parameters of the implementation process and the ways in which teachers respond to the curriculum implementation process.   These projects may be summarised by fundamental curriculum questions, inspired by Gramsci and later, by Apple and others, including: Whose knowledge is valued?  Who decides?  And, Who benefits?  While responses to such questions are unlikely to be palatable across contexts, it is a discussion that must be raised so that all voices and perspectives can legitimately contribute to a more nuanced, dynamic and socially just curriculum.  
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Chapter 4 
The Australian Curriculum: Finding the hidden narrative? Ditchburn, G. (2012). The Australian Curriculum:  Finding the hidden narrative? Critical Studies in Education, Vol 53(3), pp. 347-360.   
 
 
Abstract The national Australian Curriculum to be introduced in all Australian schools over the next few years provides two competing narratives about curriculum.  An overt narrative provides an unproblematic view of curriculum where the rhetoric and discourse that promotes a ‘world class curriculum’ effectively obscures a second narrative.  This second, hidden narrative indicates that the bases of the proposed curriculum are actually narrow and conservative and where implicit assumptions about knowledge, pedagogy and power have been camouflaged. This paper will critically analyse the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA) The Shape of the Australian Curriculum, version 2.0 (2010) one of the key policy documents that informs the organisation and content of the second phase of the national Australian curriculum. In a tradition that has its origins in the work of Freire (1970) and other critical education theorists, the paper explores the assumptions and contradictions that inhere in The Shape of the Australian 
Curriculum. The paper concludes that the introduction of a national Australian curriculum should be an opportune time to engage in debate about an alternative narrative such as one associated with Freire’s critical pedagogy, in order to balance the prescriptive and top down curriculum that is currently being prepared.  
Keywords: Australian curriculum, neoliberal hegemony, critical pedagogy, teachers’ work. 
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Introduction Two simultaneous, inconsistent narratives are evident in The Shape of the 
Australian Curriculum version 2.0 (2010).  The first, overt narrative is one that stresses the importance of offering national consistency in curriculum in order to better ‘meet the needs of the 21st century’ and provide a ‘world class curriculum’.  Within this narrative is not only a reference to the supposedly pragmatic benefits of a common curriculum for mobile families, but the narrative relies, more importantly, on stressing the economic benefits of a national curriculum for the nation within a globalised context and for the future of all young people. It is a curriculum that emphasises the importance of young people developing a particular set of skills and understandings that can be traded in the global market place in order to secure their own futures and to better serve national interests. However, the use of a populist discourse and appeals to superficially commonsensical arguments about 21st century skills in fact camouflage an alternative narrative. This ‘hidden’ or alternative narrative is one where the triumvirates of the curriculum – knowledge, pedagogy and power – are essentially deemed unproblematic and given scant regard.  As such, The Shape of 
the Australian Curriculum, version 2.0 (2010) is a policy document that needs to be explored in detail to expose the layers of meaning that may otherwise go unnoticed. It will be claimed that the national curriculum as sketched in The Shape 
of the Australian Curriculum version 2.0 (2010), is intended to do more than offer ‘national consistency’ and a ‘world class curriculum’. It is a policy that offers conservative understandings about knowledge, effective pedagogies and power; that places knowledge as something to be prescribed by ‘experts’, that situates teachers as policy implementers and, importantly, fails to acknowledge the real and valid contributions of students or others in the development of curriculum. This is an argument that owes much to the key tenets of a critical pedagogy as articulated by Freire (1970/2000) and Apple (1990, 2006). Their ways of considering curriculum not only expose and challenge the assumptions of the overt narrative as expressed in The Shape of the Australian Curriculum, version 2.0 (2010), but also assist us in considering alternative ways of empowering teachers 
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and students to imagine different, more locally focused and democratic ways of providing curriculum. To provide a theoretical lens, the paper will, first, offer an analysis of the key ideas underlying a critical pedagogy as articulated by Freire (1970/2000) and situate his work within the current hegemonic neoliberal context.  This will be followed by a description of key understandings about curriculum, pedagogy and power that are contained The Shape of the Australian Curriculum version 2.0 (2010).  A discussion of the overt narrative and the hidden narrative will follow.  This will include an analysis of assumptions around valued knowledge and curriculum organisation, on the role of teachers and their work and the place and value of students and student contexts as described in the document. The work of those authors with a critical interest in Australian education, including Connell (1998, 2009), Kennedy (2009), Reid (2005, 2009), Lingard (2010) and Smyth (2010), will be used to provide an alternative perspective to the current ACARA policy. Finally, it will be claimed that the conservative propositions, as revealed by a critical narrative, should be balanced by a more theoretically grounded and contested view of curriculum in order to promote a more extensive and deeper discussion about how a curriculum might be organised and who might be the contributors.  
Critical curriculum theorising in a neo-liberal context Curriculum is a contentious and messy field, variously defined and characterized by conflicts and confusion (Jackson, 1992, p. 3). It is certainly not a field that has clear borders, nor is it easily categorized or contained. At one end, we can understand curriculum in terms of all the learning that happens – planned, unplanned, overt, tacit – within the context of schools, and on the other, ‘as a function of a larger set of beliefs about what the schools should be doing, how we should look at them’ (Jackson, 1992, p. 12). We might refer to curriculum as indicating what is believed to be ‘worthwhile knowledge’, and within this framework, understandings of curriculum might focus on the content to be transmitted, or about the achievement of certain outcomes or standards (Tyler, 
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1949), or as a process that is about what happens in the classroom (Stenhouse, 1975), or as an organizational structure related to distinctive codes (Bernstein, 1973) or as praxis where learning is applied to action (Freire, 1970; Grundy, 1987). But, as critical theorists Freire (1970/2000), Apple (1990, 2000, 2006), Giroux (2006), Kincheloe & McLaren (2007) and many others have frequently reminded us, curriculum, however constructed, provides a particular, often invisible, values position about what those in positions of power in society deem is of worth.  Apple (1990) has expressed such a position in this way:  The study of educational knowledge is a study in ideology, the investigation of what is considered legitimate knowledge ... by specific social groups … at specific historical moments. (p. 45)   Giroux (2010) goes further by claiming that: Education should be viewed as a moral and political practice that always presupposes particular renditions of what constitutes legitimate knowledge, values, citizenship, modes of understanding and views of the future. (p. 4)  And, when viewed as policy, Elmore and Sykes (1992) argue that curriculum ‘carries with it an ideology … for organising authority (and) prescribes what should be taught to whom’ (p. 195). Finally, Shaull, referring to Freire, encapsulates all of these views: There is no such thing as a neutral educational process. Education either functions as an instrument that is used to facilitate the integration of the younger generation into the logic of the present system and bring about conformity to it, or it becomes ‘the practice of freedom’ the means by which men and women deal critically and creatively with reality and discover how to participate in the transformation of their world.  (2000, p. 34)  When viewed in Shaull’s dichotomous way, education either ensures cultural continuity and compliance with the existing order, or it can be used to change, to ‘transform’ the world.  The logic of such a proposition is best demonstrated, and countered, by Freire‘s famous ‘banking metaphor’ that situates three key elements of curriculum - knowledge, power and pedagogy – in a way that 
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underlying values and assumptions are exposed. In the banking concept of education, ‘knowledge is a gift bestowed by those who consider themselves knowledgeable upon those whom they consider know nothing’ (Freire, 1970/2000, p. 72). As such, it urges us to see knowledge that is something that exists and is owned by some, but not others and it establishes a hierarchical relationship between those who know and those who don’t. In this process, students are situated as passive receptors of knowledge who do not play a part in its creation, where ‘the individual is a spectator, not re-creator’ (Freire, 1970/2000, p. 75).  Freire claims that ‘the scope of action allowed to the students extends only as far as receiving, filing, and storing the deposits ... (and to) become collectors or cataloguers of the things they store ...’ In this way, ‘students are taught … (they) know nothing … listen (meekly) … are disciplined … comply … adapt to content … are objects of the learning process’ (Freire 1970/2000, p. 73). The banking metaphor suggests that education, and curriculum in particular, is most effectively organized around clear parameters and demarcation zones; it is a process that is linear, one-way and unproblematic.  In this context, knowledge is prescribed, teachers transmit that knowledge in a one-way relationship and students absorb.  Knowledge is fixed, pedagogy is limited and power is contained. To counter this vertical view of curriculum that encourages silence and complicity, Freire believed that education should adopt a critical pedagogy, a notion that has two parts.  On the one hand, a critical pedagogy is ‘an approach to understanding and shaping the school/society relationship from the perspective of the social relations of production within capitalist societies’ and on the other, a critical pedagogy is about ‘teaching through critical dialogue and a dialectical analysis of everyday experience’ (Macrine, McLaren & Hill, 2010, p. 2).  In this way, pedagogy is more than the methods of instruction used in the classroom, but is ‘a political commitment’ (Macrine et al. 2010, p. 3) aimed at facilitating individual emancipation and social transformation. Based on the tenets of ‘truly democratic society’, Freire insisted that each individual has ‘the right to have a voice, [has] a duty to be critical in having a voice and becoming critical in experiencing a voice’ (Montero-Sieburth, 2010, p. xii). He believed that  ‘liberating education consists of 
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acts of cognition, not transferrals of information’ (Freire, 1970/2000 p. 79) and as such, a flatter power structure was essential for effective learning.  Together with a deliberate focus on ‘conscientisation’, the language around a critical pedagogy focuses on possibility, engagement and debate.  A critical pedagogy implores teachers to be self-reflective practitioners whose role is ‘more than [as] the instrument of a safely approved and officially sanctioned worldview’ (Giroux, 2007, p. 3) of mandated curriculum, assessment and resources.  A critical pedagogy is one where democracy in content and in process is experienced, debated and explored and where participants are given agency and voice.  Within a critical perspective, democracy is the key organising value around which knowledge and skills, translated through the curriculum, are defined and positioned. Thus, an important lesson from Freire is that, whatever its purposes, orientation, goals or outcomes, its organizational structure or epistemologies, curriculum provides an overt and tacit indicator of what knowledge is considered important for whom and who should decide. It establishes the demarcation lines of what knowledge is included in the curriculum, what pedagogies are possible and the extent to which a range of voices is tolerated. Such an understanding of the potential of education to create change is a useful device for exploring current global contexts, dominated by a hegemonic neoliberal agenda. The hegemony of global neo-liberalism in education is a phenomenon that has been theorised for a considerable time by authors such as Apple, Kenway & Singh (2005), Apple (2006), Burbules & Torres (2000), Giroux (2004), Macrine, McLaren & Hill (2010), Olssen & Peters (2005), Weis, McCarthy & Dimitriadis (2006).  The effects of neoliberal globalisation on education are characterized by a market ideology that determines the sense of common sense, so that it ‘is not regarded as a dominant discourse, but as a natural way of doing things’ (Gandin, 2006, p. 192). What is obscured however is that policy decisions in civic institutions such as education are increasingly being defined by international priorities.  This includes the influences not only of corporate organizations and multinational companies but also of policy influences from such international mega-complexes as the World Bank or the Organization for 
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Economic Cooperation and Development [OECD], rather than by the periphery (everyone else). Policy decisions made in a local context are increasingly being determined by priorities made at other sites in distant localities. As Reid claims, ‘governmental decision-making [and policy?] has now been captured by and reflects the interests of the world’s powerful elites who are not directly accountable to those decisions’ (2005, p. 286). Lingard (2010) goes further by claiming that the revised curriculum in Australia, along with other associated educational policy initiatives, is part of a ‘strategic reconstitution of the nation in the face of globalisation and transnationalism’ (p. 132).  A national curriculum seen in this light must be considered as part of a nation building exercise, where education – and curriculum in particular – are carrying the weight of national realignment to global economic imperatives. Thus, how we understand the role of education, and curriculum in particular, in contributing to economic growth, in transmitting knowledge, in defining social trajectories and in crafting individual and national identities then becomes a part of a nation-state and corporate agenda, and one that is increasingly global in its outlook. And it is within this context that we might apply Freire’s understanding of the current nexus between schooling and society ‘from the perspective of the social relations of production within capitalist societies’.   The ways in which these ideas have been played out in The Shape of the 
Australian Curriculum version 2.0 (2010) are set out below.  Using excerpts taken from the document and organised according to the concepts of curriculum and knowledge, teachers and pedagogy and students and power, this will be followed by a description of the key ideas of the overt narrative that are suggested by the excerpts.  An alternative narrative based on a more critical perspective, will be used to challenge the assumptions and implications of the overt narrative.   
The Shape of the Australian Curriculum 
The Shape of the Australian Curriculum version 2.0 (2010) is based on the goals of the Melbourne Declaration on Educational Goals for Young Australians [The 
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Melbourne Declaration], (2008) and has been produced to provide the architecture of the national Australian curriculum:  (It) provides the policy background to support implementation of the Foundation to Year 10 Australian Curriculum for English, mathematics, science and history … (and) … the context for the … Foundation to Year 12 curriculum [and] presents what has been agreed about the structure and development of the Australian curriculum. (2010, p. 3)   It is a key document that provides the blueprint for the national Australian curriculum and the framework from which subsequent syllabus documents will emerge.  As such it provides a particular understanding of curriculum, pedagogy and power.  A brief overview of this document is provided here.  
The Shape of the Australian Curriculum version 2.0 (2010) is a 27-page on-line text divided into ten sections that describes the rationale and goals of the Australian curriculum, as well as its scope and key elements.  There are sections regarding teaching, learning, assessing and reporting, the implementation process, quality assurance and review and a final section entitled, ‘towards a world class Australian curriculum’. It stipulates that each of the new national curricula will be implemented in phases: English, mathematics, science and history in the first phase to 2011; geography, languages other than English and the Arts in a second phase; civics and citizenship, health and physical education, economics, business, design and technology and information and communications technology in a third phase (2010, p. 4).  In a direct reference to The Melbourne Declaration (2008), each of these curricula will be organised to include detailed descriptions of content and skills related to the underlying academic disciplines, with explicit links to ten ‘general capabilities’ that cut across all learning areas, and to three ‘cross curriculum perspectives’ that influence the selection of content. The CEO of ACARA, Peter Hill (2010) has stated that ‘this is a curriculum that places primary importance on the general capabilities’ such as literacy, numeracy, ethical behaviour, creativity and so on, in order that people will have relevant skills needed throughout life. It is intended that this multi-dimensional focus for the curriculum will provide coherence and integration between subjects and provide 
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‘the basis for a curriculum designed to support 21st century learning’ (p. 4). The document states the scope of ACARA’s role in developing a national curriculum in ‘specified learning areas’ together with a ‘national assessment program aligned to the national curriculum’ (p. 4).  It also notes that ACARA is responsible for ‘national data collection and reporting’ related to ‘analysis, research and resource allocation’, ‘accountability and reporting on schools’ and ‘broader national achievement’ (p. 4).  In all areas of curriculum – with the exception of pedagogy – ACARA has a defining role, endorsed by the Australian ministers for education.  In order to capture its essence, what follows is a list of quotes regarding curriculum and knowledge, teachers and pedagogy, and students and power that have been taken directly from The Shape of the Australian Curriculum version 2.0 (2010). These have been intentionally grouped into these themes to facilitate analysis and to demonstrate the inconsistencies and ambiguities related to each theme.  A description of the overt narrative will be provided after each section and then using a critical lens, a discussion of the key ideas and assumptions will follow.  
Propositions about curriculum and knowledge 
• The curriculum is important in setting out what will be taught, what students 
need to learn and the expected quality of that learning (p. 6) 
• The Australian curriculum promotes the importance of pursuing excellence (p. 
6) 
• The Australian curriculum is presented as a continuum that … makes clear to 
students what they should learn and the quality of learning expected of them (p. 
9)  
• The Australian curriculum recognises the entitlement of each student to 
knowledge, understanding and skills that provide the foundation for successful 
lifelong learning and participation in the Australian community (p. 9) 
• (Is based on) the assumption that each student can learn … and is aligned with 
the Early Years Learning Framework (p. 9) 
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• (It) helps prepare all young Australians to become competent members of the 
community (p. 9) 
• The Australian curriculum is established on a strong evidence base which is 
related to learning, pedagogy and what works in professional practice and has 
been benchmarked against international curricula (p. 10) 
•  (The curriculum is) designed to ensure that students develop the knowledge and 
understanding on which the major disciplines are based … rather than being self 
contained or fixed, disciplines are interconnected dynamic and growing (p. 17) 
• The scope and sequence for each learning area ensures learning is appropriately 
ordered and unnecessary repetition is avoided (p. 18) 
• (A) year by year structure … provides an indication of the content and 
achievement standards it is expected most students in particular grades will 
meet, but more importantly it provides a map that defines key indicators of 
learning development and progress (p. 23)  At first glance, the overt narrative provides a pragmatic and obviously defensible rationality to each claim and the language used is positive and constructive.  Reference to the word ‘entitlement’ (p. 9) suggests that each student has the right to experience the same curriculum, thereby alluding to a sense of justice and equality for all. In another instance, the position that ‘each student can learn’ (p. 9) is a powerful and positive base and when combined with a rigorous curriculum that ‘promotes the importance of pursuing excellence’ (p. 6) there is a sense that all students, if they strive hard enough, can achieve. On the other hand, an alternative view would suggest that this is a position that is reminiscent of the words of Van Heertum’s ‘false sheen of neutrality’ (2010, p. 215) or to Apple’s argument that ‘our educational institutions must legitimate ideologies of equality … and make themselves be seen as positively by as many classes as possible’ (1995, p. 53). This is because these propositions may also be viewed as being based on deficit and meritocratic models where systemic and contextual issues are regarded as inconsequential to the performance of students. If students do not 
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‘perform’ then it is they who are responsible, regardless of any socio-economic, cultural or geographic context. Hard work and the right attitude are thereby regarded as fundamental to high achievement, whatever the curriculum content or the nature of the tests.  As Connell succinctly warns: ‘Implicitly the system is fine – all that is needed is to bring the laggards up to scratch’ (2009, p. 1).  Second, the overt narrative suggests that understandings about the place of knowledge are precise and unambiguous. Even though it acknowledges that these are ‘interconnected and dynamic’ (p. 17), the curriculum will be based on the ‘major disciplines’ (p. 17) and that the scope and sequence of content is ‘appropriately ordered’ (p. 18).  It suggests that there is an agreed, unproblematic understanding of the nature, purpose and the content of these disciplines and a sense in which all the knowledge has been identified and will be digested according to an invisible external schema and in an ‘ordered’ way. The statement that the scope and sequence documents will ensure that ‘unnecessary repetition (of content) is avoided’ (p. 18) is overtly appealing but also contentious and reveals assumptions about knowledge, teaching and learning. It suggests that content is constructed according to a checklist, intended to be digested by all in one stage, without revisions or refinements in subsequent years or, alternatively, that it is about low level understandings (‘a curriculum of facts’ [Apple, 2006b, p. 246]) that do not focus on the big ideas, the problematic conceptual understandings or internal debates within disciplines. It also ignores the different and complex ways in which people learn - by to-ing and fro-ing, changing experiences and contexts for learning, revisiting ideas, expanding on knowledge. Such a proposition also suggests a simple and simplistic ‘transfer’ of knowledge, reminiscent of Freire’s banking metaphor, one that undervalues the complexity of the teaching and learning process and the skills of teachers.  Further, the statement that the curriculum ‘is established on a strong evidence base … and what works in professional practice … and has been benchmarked against international curricula’ (p. 10), infers that the curriculum is contemporary and legitimate.  However, the basis of this claim is not articulated. There is no reference to sources of curriculum theory or ‘what works in 
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professional practice’ (p. 10) – for all teachers? In all contexts? With all students? Leistyna says that, in reference to the No Child Left Behind policy in the USA, ‘scientifically based research inform and sustain the nation’s educational policies … however the empirical studies that are used … are easily stripped of any legitimacy’ (2010, p. 76). Such a claim may well be applied to this proposition. Finally, it should also be added that in another section of the document is a long and specific list of skills and attributes required of learners that has been taken from The Melbourne Declaration (2008). It is stated that ‘successful learners’ need to ‘play an active role in their own learning’, to develop literacy and numeracy skills and to be ‘creative and productive users of technology’; who are able to think ‘deeply and logically’; ‘are creative innovative and resourceful’; who can ‘plan activities independently, collaborate and work in teams’ (2010, pp. 7-8). It also refers to a range of social skills and attributes required of people in the future. While the list of skills and attributes is defensible, what is more important is to consider an alternative view that there are numerous other skills and attributes that have been omitted from the list.  In an argument aligned with Eisner’s ‘null curriculum’ (1985/1994), where ‘what schools do not teach may be as important as what they do teach’ (p. 97), such omissions need to be raised. Given the increasing complexity of life in the future, where there is likely to be a constant and potent invasion of images and information from multiple sources assailing all of us, the ability to sift and sort through the rhetoric and spin, to check the validity and provenance of ideas, will be paramount. Connected to this, some of the key skills will be more about the development of multiliteracies across a range of contexts, the ability to critique, to ask the right questions, to be able to problematise as well as to problem solve (Freire, 1970/2000; Shor, 1992), or, to challenge the common assumption that there happens to be an answer for all problems and questions (Pinar, 1975).  Overall, the way in which the curriculum has been imagined and constructed, is reminiscent of Freire’s  ‘absence of doubt’ surrounded by ‘circles of certainty’ (Freire, 1970/2000, pp. 39 & 38). The overt narrative on knowledge is characterized by an overriding sense of even–handedness, a discourse of clarity 
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and decisiveness about what curriculum is and how it should be organised, whereas, an alternative narrative  argues that ‘knowledge emerges only through invention and reinvention, through the restless, impatient, continuing hopeful human inquiry’ (Freire, 1970/2000, p. 72), or through ‘dialectic relationships rather than the voice of one authority’ (p. 209). According to Freire, curriculum and knowledge are ‘acts of cognition’ rather than ‘transferrals of information’ (Freire, 1970/2000, p. 79).  Such a position sees knowledge as less easily defined and created, ‘something people can make, not simply learn’ (Apple, 2009, p. 11) rather than imposed.  
Propositions about teachers and pedagogy 
• The Australian curriculum is presented as a continuum that makes clear to 
teachers what is to be taught (p. 9) 
• Jurisdictions  … will be able to implement the Australian curriculum in ways that 
value teachers’ professional knowledge, reflect local contexts and take into 
account individual students’ family, cultural and community backgrounds.  
Schools and teachers determine pedagogical and other delivery considerations. 
(p. 10) 
• The Australian curriculum does not make assumptions about how curriculum 
will be delivered in schools (p. 13) 
• ACARA will work with school authorities ... will produce advice and guidance 
about using the curriculum to address diversity of student learning (p. 14) 
• (Teachers will use) a range of assessment information to locate the students’ 
current level of achievement on the learning continuum … and then modify their 
teaching on line with students’ assessment levels. … (and make) necessary 
adjustments (p. 15) 
• Teachers will use the achievement standards … to make on-balance judgements 
about the quality of learning demonstrated by students and specifically whether 
they have achieved at, above or below the standard (p. 23) 
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• Below standards … suggests additional support and targeted teaching will be 
needed to ensure the student does not fall behind (p. 23) 
 Just as in the previous section on knowledge, the overt narrative would suggest that the propositions about teachers and pedagogy are, at first glance, appealing.  For example, by ‘mak[ing] it clear to teachers what will be taught’ (p. 9), there is a sense that the curriculum will ease teachers’ workloads (always welcome) because ACARA will take over that role. The policy will also, importantly, allow for some teacher autonomy by stating that the curriculum ‘does not make assumptions about how the curriculum will be delivered in schools’ (p. 13).  The use of the phrase ‘by not making assumptions’ suggests that policy makers are deferring to teachers’ expert knowledge about pedagogy to address the needs and concerns of their students within local contexts. ACARA will also ‘produce advice and guidance’ (p. 14) in this regard. Thus there is a sense that this will be a teacher-friendly curriculum where all the tricky aspects of curriculum development have been considered (and been subject to a process of consultation and feedback) and that additional support will be available. While superficially these will no doubt be welcome by some, when viewed from an alternative narrative, several points need to be raised.   Collectively, such propositions have the potential to undermine teacher professionalism and to trivialize the nature of the teaching and learning process in schools.  It does these things by suggesting that curriculum is a mono-dimensional process where decisions about what should be taught are separate from how they should be taught and to whom. Unfortunately, as mentioned previously, curriculum cannot be compartmentalized so easily.  Knowledge and process and context seamlessly intermingle and shape the other in often unexpected and contiguous ways. Elmore and Sykes have put it this way:  Decoupling curriculum and instruction … provides a neat way to manage the political and jurisdictional problems. But the logic of policy does not match the logic of pedagogy, for in the classroom, curriculum and instruction interpenetrate. (1992, p. 196)   
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It is also a position reminiscent of Freire’s words where, in the banking model, the teacher teaches and the students are taught: a simple and simplistic transfer of content.  The pedagogy required of teachers is assumed to be a straightforward process that does not require continual vigilance, reflection and adaptation. Adding that ACARA will offer ‘advice and guidance’ may well be welcome.  However, unless such support and advice is framed around collective and collegial dialogue (rather than top down ‘advice’) then any well-intentioned support may smack of paternalism. Such a position also suggests that teachers as professionals are less able than an outside authority, removed from the school community, to make decisions about what is right for their students within a particular local context. In addition, teachers will have ultimate responsibility for ensuring that all students achieve. It is stated that ‘key indicators of learning and development’ will be provided so that teachers will be able to chart student progress and ‘make necessary adjustments’ (p. 15) if students ‘fall behind’ (p. 23).  In this way,. However, this is problematic because it suggests that it is the teacher’s role to make sure all students achieve, regardless of any number of extenuating circumstances. It also suggests that there is absolutely nothing wrong with the curriculum or the tests and therefore, any failure must be because of teacher incompetence.  With all the necessary maps and standards, props and support, it suggests that there should be no reason why students ‘fall behind’.  In this way, the autonomy and any creativity accorded to teachers through the window of pedagogy have been taken away.  They not only do not have power over the curriculum, except when they need to ‘make adjustments’ for marginal groups, but they also may be accountable if students (and the national curriculum?) fail: a case of all responsibility, but no power. Taken together, such concerns as highlighted through an alternative, critical lens, have the real potential to challenge and reshape the nature of the profession and demean the work of teachers. Indeed, Popkewitz’s insistence on the importance of the critical intellectual work of teachers (1987) is important to remember and Giroux’s words that teachers have been reduced to ‘high level 
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clerks implementing the orders of others’ (1985, p. 23) is eerily prescient. Instead, we need to consider Freire’s position, that ‘teachers need to be intellectuals and professionals that can make sense of – that is, theorise – the world around them … [they] need to ask themselves on a regular basis: Why exactly are we doing this?’ (Leistyna, 2010, p. 80).    
Propositions about students and power 
• (Will) take account of the growth and development of young people across the 
years of schooling, the diverse needs of the student population  … and the 
knowledge, understanding and skills all young Australians are entitled to learn 
in terms of learning areas, general capabilities and cross curriculum priorities (p. 
11) 
• (Will) focus on an entitlement for all students while acknowledging that the 
needs and interests of students will vary and the curriculum should support 
schools and teachers to respond to these needs and interests.  As a result, the 
curriculum will articulate what is expected for all students to learn as well as 
articulating additional learning options (p. 11) 
• Is designed to accommodate the varied learning experiences and diverse 
backgrounds that children bring to school (p. 12) 
• Students (in Years 9-10) have a clearer sense of their strengths, interests and 
goals. They begin to see themselves as active players in community life and are 
often concerned about major social and environmental issues and ethical 
implications of human activity and knowledge (p. 13) 
• During the development of curriculum for these years of schooling consideration 
will be given to who will determine what each student will have the opportunity 
to learn (p. 13) 
• Students in Australian classrooms have multiple, diverse and changing needs 
that are shaped by individual learning histories and abilities as well as cultural 
and language backgrounds and socio-economic factors (p. 14) 
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• (Will) ensure that curriculum content and achievement standards establish high 
expectations for all students (p. 14)  Here, the overt narrative, again, suggests a positive perception of students and their needs, and again, there is the frequent use of ‘entitlement’ as way to appeal to a wide audience.  The document recognizes the diversity of learners for whom the curriculum is intended and there is an acknowledgement of some of the common elements of adolescent development that may affect student learning, where ‘students (in Years 9 -10) have a clearer sense of their strengths, interests and goals’ (p. 13) than in earlier years.  The policy also acknowledges ‘that the needs and interests of students will vary and that the curriculum should support schools and teachers to respond to these needs and interests’ (p. 11). Such assertions are clearly defensible in that the policy recognizes the reality and importance addressing the needs of a diverse student population. Using the critical lens of the alternative narrative, one of the biggest concerns in this section is the inherent contradiction of a one-size-fits-all curriculum. A key proposition is that ‘each student can learn and the needs of every student are important’ (p. 9). It also acknowledges the ‘diversity of learners’ who have ‘multiple … and changing needs that are shaped by individual learning histories and abilities as well as cultural and language backgrounds and socio-economic factors’ (p. 14).  The problem is that the document also paradoxically specifies ‘what all young Australians should learn’ (p. 11). Thus, the document overtly recognizes the diversity of learners and their needs, but at the same time it intends to decide what they ‘should learn’.  This would suggest that the relevance of those ‘histories and abilities’ has not been taken into account in the design of the curriculum. As Beyer alleges, ‘teaching and curriculum deliberation cannot be carried on in isolated and technical ways’ (1998, p. 245) and there is a sense here that the curriculum is being designed separately from the audience for whom it is intended.  Second, the document states that the curriculum will ‘establish high expectations for students’ (p. 14) but also adds that ‘the objectives for the 
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Australian curriculum are ultimately the same for all students’ (p. 14).  The issue of the ways in which students may contribute to the learning process is not featured.  While an alternative view would not suggest a carte blanche in favour of student choice over all curriculum content, what it does suggest is the need to ‘deliberately [plan] to invite students to contribute to and to modify’ the curriculum (Boomer, Lester, Onore & Cook, 1992, p. 14).  It is about recognising and ‘deliberately’ making space for the valid contributions that students (and communities) can make to curriculum, and being open to the possibilities and opportunities that may be created for decision-making, negotiation, autonomy and agency.  Cary (2003) refers to the importance of recognizing and enacting ‘curriculum spaces’ to allow for the diverse voices that need to be heard in curriculum decision-making; Wood (1998) claims that ‘any curriculum with democracy at its heart needs to include expanding spheres of free spaces for decision-making on the part of students’ (p. 191) and Smyth says that we should be ‘bringing student lives, perspectives, cultures and experiences to the centre of the curriculum in a way that involves students as co-constructors and co-creators (rather than passive consumers) of that curriculum’ (2010, p. 191).  Further, Shor’s (1992) work with alienated college students provides considerable support for the notion of effective negotiation with students, and using students’ ideas in deciding curriculum. Similarly, Bigelow (1990) and Petersen (1997) among many others have documented the possibilities and practicalities associated with a thriving negotiated curriculum.  Related to the previous point is the lack of acknowledgement of a local context that students inhabit.  The Shape of the Australian Curriculum version 2.0 (2010) provides a minimal elaboration of the students – their contexts, their traumas, their aspirations, needs, and identities - for whom the curriculum is designed. While earlier sections of the document refer to economic, employment, social and environmental changes in a global context, there is no acknowledgement of the complexity of adolescent life (and childhood), the struggle over the formation of identities, the pressures and pace of social interactions that might be experienced by young people. Kenway and Bullen 
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(2005) claim, in a paper related to a separate issue, that those with responsibility for education policy have a complete ‘disregard for who the young are and what they might become’ with the result that students are often ‘dissatisfied, disengaged, disaffected, disrespectful and disruptive’ (p. 32).  Similarly, Brady and Kennedy (2003) note that students face a number of ‘core challenges’ around their identities, by having to contend with ever changing technologies and ‘their complex codes’ and a range of new and ‘different knowledges so that they can engage with the world and appropriate ways to exercise their rights and responsibilities’  (p. 100).  These authors further claim that such is the impact of incessant marketing amid a consumerist culture, that young people ‘are unlikely to construct their identities through schools’ (p. 37).  In response, they urge that: schools have a responsibility to teach kids about what it means to be scripted within the global corporate curriculum and how they might rescript themselves differently as youthful global citizens. (p. 42)    Such a position suggests that Freire’s notion of critical pedagogy, of ‘teaching through critical dialogue and a dialectical analysis of everyday experience’ (Macrine et al. 2010, p. 2) may have some resonance in this current curriculum.  Finally, the way in which students and their contexts have been largely excluded from the process of curriculum construction is likely to have the more sinister effect of serving to exclude the most marginal students from engaging with schooling.  A top down, linear curriculum such as has been proposed is likely to entrench disadvantage and reinforce meritocratic paradigms.   
Conclusion Constructions of curriculum knowledge, pedagogy and power in The Shape of the 
Australian Curriculum, version 2.0 (2010) provide an overt narrative that is at first glance, appealing by appearing to be commonsensical, clear, decisive, rigorous, unproblematic and egalitarian. It is a policy framework intended to bring about national conformity and consistency, to ensure Australia has a competitive economic edge to address perceived global imperatives.  It is a policy that clearly demarcates what knowledge is of value, how that knowledge will be organised 
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and who will decide.  It articulates the role of teachers and acknowledges the diversity of students.  Through the theoretical lens of a critical pedagogy as articulated by Freire and developed by others, an analysis of the themes of knowledge, pedagogy and power as written in The Shape of the Australian Curriculum, version 2.0 (2010) has revealed that this is a conservative curriculum that has positioned students, teachers and knowledge as instruments to fulfil the requirements dictated by global imperatives.  It ensures that curriculum decision-making is directed and choreographed by a government policy that has emerged from a hegemonic global neoliberal context.  An alternative narrative however, begins not with global dictates, but with the needs, lives and experiences of students.  This is its starting and end point.  It values democracy and as a result, accommodates and encourages participation, voice and agency; it understands curriculum knowledge as an immanent construct emerging from the lived experiences and uncertainties of students who live in diverse worlds; it supports teachers to be critical risk takers who are encouraged to explore how to construct knowledge and make meaning for themselves and their students.  As has been described in this paper, such a framework is a useful device for highlighting and critiquing the ambiguities and inconsistencies that inhere in the overt narrative of The Shape of the Australian 
Curriculum, version 2.0 (2010). However, moving beyond the idea of competing narratives, and true to the spirit of ‘possibility’ and ‘hope’ that characterises a critical pedagogy, the release of The Shape of the Australian Curriculum version 2.0 (2010) can encourage us to engage in a deeper and more widespread discussion about curriculum knowledge and pedagogy – and who should decide.  This is a position that embraces problem posing (not just problem solving) and action as a part of the educative process and one that encourages and validates the contribution of local school contexts into the process of curriculum construction.  Such a project entails engagement with big questions and issues to facilitate dialogue, critique, collaboration and 
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community. It is a conversation that starts, not with competition and markets but with a deliberate focus on the range of needs and aspirations of young people.  The release of a national curriculum policy and subsequent syllabus documents may well be an opportune time to reflect on how such alternatives may be incorporated into Australian classrooms.     
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Chapter 5 
 
The Australian Curriculum: History – 
the challenges of a ‘thin’ curriculum?  Ditchburn, G. (2013). The Australian Curriculum: History - the challenges of a thin curriculum? Discourse: Studies in the Cultural Politics of Education.  doi: 10.1080/01596306.2013.829659 (Hard copy release: May 2015)  
 
Abstract The Australian Curriculum: History has emerged out of a neoliberal federal education policy landscape.  This is a policy landscape where pragmatic and performative, rather than pedagogic, concerns are clearly foregrounded, and this has implications for curriculum development and implementation. A useful way to conceptualise the features, assumptions and potentialities of the Australian Curriculum: History that has been produced from these policy imperatives is through a framework provided by the descriptors, ‘thin’ and ‘thick’.  A thin curriculum is one that essentially equates curriculum with a product, and where prescribed content is central to understanding what a curriculum is.  A thick curriculum, on the other hand, is one where the curriculum is understood as a verb, where the details of content are secondary to an exploration of bigger questions and concepts and where curriculum theory is the starting point for the selection of content.  The use of ‘thin’ and ‘thick’ as the ends of a continuum of curriculum provides insights into the purposes of a curriculum. Ultimately such a dichotomy exposes assumptions about what is important knowledge and who is in control of the curriculum. This article focuses on how the Australian Curriculum: History as an example of a ‘thin’ curriculum, presents a number of challenges.   
Keywords: Australian curriculum; neoliberalism; Australian education policy; ‘thin’ and ‘thick’ curriculum 
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Introduction In this article I want to argue that the Australian Curriculum: History (7–10) represents a ‘thin’ curriculum that has emerged from a federal policy landscape dominated by a neoliberal agenda.  It will be claimed that the interests of human capital and global economic prerogatives as expressed in national policies, including the Quality Education: The case for an Education Revolution in our 
Schools (DEWR, 2008) have straddled, defined and reduced the Australian 
Curriculum: History (from years 7–10), to a pragmatic, technicist, or ‘thin’ curriculum, rather than a pedagogically robust, or ‘thick’ curriculum. It will be argued that this approach to curriculum design and development has created a number of challenges: the problematic understanding that curriculum is essentially a product, overwhelmingly concerned with content; a restrictive pedagogic framing of teachers’ work that diminishes the status and autonomy of teachers; and the manner in which students are excluded from curriculum development.  The article is divided into four sections.  The first section will provide a brief overview of the policy landscape from which the Australian Curriculum has emerged with a particular focus on the Rudd government’s Education Revolution, as articulated in Quality Education: The case for an Education Revolution in our 
Schools (2008).  The second section will describe the theoretical orientation of a thin and thick curriculum that has been used by Geertz (1973) and may be usefully applied to the field of curriculum. The third section will link this theoretical orientation to the key features of the Australian Curriculum: History (2010b), including references to the Shape of the Australian Curriculum, v 2.0 (2010) and the Shape of the Australian Curriculum: History (2009) (the Shape Papers) which assisted in framing the history curriculum.  The fourth section will identify a number of challenges, such as the centrality of content, the lack of acknowledgement of the place of pedagogy, and the exclusion of students’ voices and realities, that this curriculum has created.  The conclusion will claim that these challenges will need to be addressed if we are to provide opportunities for an engaging, robust and thick curriculum. 
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Broader policy context of the Australian Curriculum: History The Australian curriculum sits within a broad global and national education policy context. The Australian Curriculum: History (ACARA, 2010) has been introduced as one part of a national overhaul of education that can be directly tied to a number of reports, including the Future of Schooling in Australia report (DPC, 2007) and the Senate Inquiry report into the Quality of School Education (2007), as well as data from international testing regimes, that preceded or emerged from the Rudd Government’s Quality Education: The case for an Education Revolution in 
our Schools (DEWR, 2008). This is a policy context that is characterised by increasing federal involvement in defining and shaping the nature and purpose of school education in what Ball (cited in Lingard, 2010, p. 132) describes as ‘neoliberal policy frames’.  In such a policy framework neoliberal priorities attached to controlling what goes on in education (and not just in curriculum) and the importance of market forces in deciding these priorities are featured. Lingard (2010) has claimed that the Rudd Education Revolution represented a ‘strengthening of the national presence in schooling’ (p. 129) and saw ‘the economisation of education policy as part of the national productivity agenda’ (p. 143).    The focus and intent of this policy context is summarised in the foreword of Quality Education: The case for an Education Revolution in our Schools (DEWR, 2008) where it is stated that ‘education [is] at the very heart of Australia’s economic and social investment priorities’ and it was the government’s intention to put in place an ‘agreed national framework for education reform … [including] a comprehensive set of aspirations, outcomes, progress measures and future policy directions’ (p. 5).  It goes on to argue that: All students in Australian schools should have access to a comprehensive national curriculum that sets out the knowledge, understanding, skills and values they should acquire. Such a curriculum will establish what is needed for high standards of achievement and for students to be fully prepared for life and work beyond school. (p. 23)    
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And furthermore:  Sustaining the economy’s growth rate in the future will depend on increasing our productive capacity and in particular the productivity of Australian workers. (p. 35)  In addition, OECD policy advice and rankings in international testing regimes such as the Program for International Student Achievement (PISA) has assumed increasing importance, where ‘Australia should be challenged by those ahead [in PISA rankings] … if we are to be prosperous community in the future’ (The Future 
of Schooling, 2007, p. 9).  Lingard, Rawolle and Taylor (2005) suggest that this reliance on international testing ‘can be seen to constitute a new global space for educational policy’ (p. 16) in that Australia’s position and ranking in such tests is perceived to be indicative of the quality and quantity of learning achieved by Australian students and thus the overall quality of education provided by its schools.  While such rankings on the one hand might be an interesting source of school systems’ evaluation on specific skills, such as literacy, they become much more than this when the rankings are viewed as inextricably tied to how well we measure up against other countries and ultimately what this portends about the quality of our future workforce and the status of our education system in a global market where education accounts for considerable export income.  In the case of the latter claim, such a perspective fails to acknowledge the multitudinous social and emotional functions of schooling for young people.  This phenomenon, the convergence of the interests of education with the interests of the economy and the ‘constitution of a national education policy field’ (Lingard et al., 2005, p. 132) has taken place through a process of what Lingard calls ‘policy borrowing’. That is, what is happening in school education elsewhere in the developed world, especially in the UK and USA, is transported wholesale to Australia.  The problem however, as Lingard (2010) has claimed, is that policy borrowing from international sources requires an evaluation of its original effectiveness and then a consideration of local contexts and issues that will impact on its effectiveness once it has been transported (p. 132).  In recent government policy on education in Australia, ‘transportation’ of policy has not been associated 
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with transformation of policy to local contexts or, more importantly, undergone rigorous scrutiny about policy effectiveness and limitations.    Even more importantly, this policy background does not scrutinise key issues around the nature of curriculum because these are assumed to be unproblematic and shared.  In the context of the Australian Curriculum, this means that ‘key decisions about curriculum philosophy and paradigm have already been made’ (Luke, Wood, & Weir, 2013, p. 3) prior to more public discussions about what curriculum is and what it should contain. What is left over is just a little space for debate and consultation over the tailings of content, rather than fundamental questions surrounding the ideology and the architecture of curriculum.   These latter aspects are the formidable planks around which those curriculum details might be positioned yet these are the planks of policy that are rarely scrutinised.    For the purposes of this article, such a policy framework clearly articulates the direction and purpose of school education to develop human capital along the lines of pragmatic and economic, rather than pedagogic, interests. The policy landscape in which the Australian Curriculum has been forged has been dominated by neoliberal policies where decisions to be made about curriculum have been determined by pragmatic market driven agendas and international ‘policy borrowing’.  At issue, however, is the extent to which curriculum design has been pre-determined and pre-conceived in an unproblematic and self-evident manner.  Using the Years 7–10 Australian Curriculum: History as an example, what I want to argue is that the Australian Curriculum that has emerged is a thin curriculum.  This thin curriculum presents considerable challenges for teachers and students because it forecloses richer and thicker understandings of curriculum design that emphasise student ‘engagement’ over student ‘performance’.  
Thick and thin: A theoretical orientation to curriculum The way in which I use the notion of a ‘thin’ and thick’ curriculum in this article loosely draws on the work of Geertz (1973) and later, Shankman (1984) whose 
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use of these descriptors in anthropology and qualitative research highlighted the importance of analysing phenomena from a number of perspectives so that an outsider may deduce meaning.  In anthropology and in qualitative research, a common device for exploring meaning is through the lens of thin or thick descriptors.  Geertz (1973), credited with first using these terms, argued that even a simple act such as winking, may be interpreted in any number of ways, depending on the context or the cultural norms that may apply when winking in a particular situation.  He claimed that it is insufficient that a single interpretation (or, a thin interpretation) of an act be unconditionally accepted because there may be a multiplicity of interpretations to explain its use (or, a thick interpretation). Put simply, if ‘thinness’ in qualitative research is about asking questions prefaced with ‘what’, ‘where’ or ‘when’, ‘thickness’ is concerned with questions around ‘why’, ‘how’ or ‘what if’.  This latter set of words demands much deeper and more nuanced responses and forces us to recognise the centrality of context and interrogate phenomena at a deeper, and less predictable, level.   Others have applied Geertz’s dichotomy of thin and thick descriptors in different fields.  Barber (2004) and Zyngier (2010) have referred to ideas around thick (strong) and thin (weak) democracy; Walzer (1994) has used these terms in reference to ideas of morality, social justice and identity; Dubnick (2003) has referred to thin and thick notions of professional accountability; Gandin and Apple (2005) as well as Carr (2008) have applied these terms in democratic education for social justice.  While the application and details of thin and thick descriptors varies according to the field in which it has been applied, each of these authors uses thin and thick in ways that enable an analysis of phenomena from the superficial (thin) or, the what, the where and the when, to the more complex, deeper and nuanced (thick) — the how, the why and the what if that may inhere in different contexts.  More importantly, when such a framework is applied to curriculum, additional assumptions may be exposed.  There are several overt and interrelated characteristics that apply when analysing a thin and a thick curriculum.  In terms of a thin curriculum, a key overt feature is that the curriculum is considered to be a product, a noun; something 
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that is, and this serves to camouflage the idea that ‘curriculum is deceptively complicated’ (Yates, 2011, p. 3).  Second, and related to this point, the curriculum focuses on the provision of prescribed content and skills to be learned — the what.  This feature ultimately becomes the central and defining characteristic, the beginning and the end point, of what a curriculum is. Third, any content and skills, determined by a distant source, arise out of pragmatic concerns, rather than being based on theories of curriculum, or central and agreed values, or from a base that is grounded in and emerges from the pedagogical work of teachers (Grundy, 1987).    In contrast, a ‘thick’ curriculum is defined by its orientation to ‘process’, or curriculum conceptualised as a verb.  A thick curriculum is one where the central and dominating focus is on the principles and assumptions associated with teaching and learning so that the theory of curriculum on which it is based is central and explicit and where pedagogical considerations — the how — are situated at the core of the curriculum. Second, in such a curriculum, details of content are limited because the focus is on big ideas, big questions, and concepts related to a learning area.  A thick curriculum provides a minimal level of content prescription and detail because selection of content emerges from an articulated theoretical position about curriculum, about its values and about a subject.  Third, in a thick curriculum, the details of content are more likely to recognise local ‘funds of knowledge’ (Gonzales, Moll, & Amante, 2005) that exist in local communities, the communities and cultures of young people and for those who implement the curriculum.  This is because curriculum content can incorporate more than what is prescribed by remote others.    Underlying the characteristics of a thin and a thick curriculum as described above, is a set of assumptions about effective teaching and learning.  These assumptions relate to the place of the teacher and the student in the process of curriculum decision-making, content selection and implementation.  Ultimately, the characteristics and assumptions in a thin curriculum serve to reinforce and legitimise ‘official knowledge’ (Apple, 1990). They ‘plant clear ideological flags’ (Luke et al., 2013, p. vii) in matters of content, and these also limit the pedagogical 
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opportunities for teachers and students to imagine a different kind of, and use for, that content or, other, more local, knowledges. These are issues that will be discussed later in the article.    One way of representing the range of attributes associated with a thin and a thick curriculum may be shown in the table below. This framework itemises a number of key aspects of curriculum and may be used to analyse the nature of curriculum expressed in the Australian Curriculum: History (2010). 
 
Table 1  Characteristics of a thick and thin curriculum 
√ 
Thin Curriculum Features Thick Curriculum 
conformity Goal of curriculum social transformation 
assumed, role of pedagogy unacknowledged 
Curriculum theory articulated, detailed, pedagogy central 
detailed, prescribed, sequential, academic Content and skills big ideas, concepts, and questions 
product Curriculum as … process 
What? When? Where? Key words How? Why? What if?     
The Australian Curriculum Emerging from policy directions contained in the Education Revolution, the Australian Curriculum: History has been written in accordance with the parameters articulated in the Shape of the Australian Curriculum v. 2.0 (2010) and the Shape of the Curriculum: History (2009) which describe the structure and organisation of the curriculum. These papers, authored by the Australian 
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Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA) provide the rationale and guidelines from which the Australian Curriculum: History (2010) was written.    The Shape of the Australian Curriculum v. 2.0 (2010) provides the ‘policy background ... and what has been agreed about the structure and development of the Australian curriculum’ ( p. 3). Included in this document are brief understandings about teaching, learning, assessing and reporting, the implementation process, quality assurance, and review.   In each of these areas, with the exception of pedagogy, it is clear that ACARA has a ‘defining role’ (Ditchburn, 2012b, p. 351) in structuring and defining the curriculum.  It is stated that ‘the curriculum is important in setting out what will be taught, what students need to learn and the quality of that learning’ (2010, p. 6) and stresses the need for the ‘scope and sequence for each learning area [to be] appropriately ordered [so that] unnecessary repetition is avoided’ (2010, p. 18).  It presents the curriculum ‘as a continuum that makes it clear to teachers what is to be taught ... [while] ... schools and teachers will determine pedagogical ... considerations’ (2010, p. 9). Further, the ‘curriculum will articulate what is expected for all students’ (2010, p. 11) and ‘will establish high expectations for all students’ (2010, p. 14).    In the Shape Papers it is clear that ACARA has a dominant role in determining the structure and content of the curriculum, and has clearly articulated the position of teachers (and students) within that structure.  It also makes it clear the ways in which teachers might conform to the requirements articulated in the document. In this instance we can see that government has a clear idea of how education needs to be put to work in terms of broader agendas around national economic productivity.    In accordance with the guidelines established in the Shape of the Australian 
Curriculum (2010), the Shape of the Australian Curriculum: History (2009) provides information regarding how the history curriculum will be organised.  This latter Shape Paper articulates understandings about the nature of history as a discipline, the uniqueness of historical methods and the importance to society of studying history (p. 4). As such, its focus is clearly on the nature of the discipline 
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of history, rather than the translation of the discipline of history as part of a school curriculum.  It states that ‘factual knowledge is essential’ because this forms the basis of ‘understanding’ history. It also states that the curriculum ‘will be based on the interrelationship between historical knowledge, understanding and skills’ (p. 6) and lists the concepts and skills that are considered central in the discipline of history.   Subsequent sections of the Shape of the Australian Curriculum: History (2009) describe the focus of the content that is appropriate for all students in each year level.  The content is also framed around focus questions which are intended to ‘enable students to consider local, state or territory, national and global history’ within each topic (p. 8).  Interestingly, the curriculum for Years 7–10 ‘will specify the required learning in terms of historical concepts, understandings and skills, through overview and depth studies’ and teachers in some cases will have ‘options ... to meet the interests and needs of their students’ (p. 9).  Later sections of The Shape of the Australian Curriculum: History (2009) refer to the need to incorporate a futures orientation that is ‘focused on globalisation, the rise of the knowledge economy, the importance of sustainability, the rich diversity of Australian people and their distinctive position in the Asia-Pacific region’ (p. 12), as well as the importance of students learning Australian history.  Further, it states that the curriculum will provide ‘flexibility and choice for teachers’ and ‘will allow for differences in interests, capabilities and future pathways for students’ (p. 12).  Connections to other learning areas, general capabilities, cross curriculum perspectives and the importance of embedding digital technologies in the curriculum are referred to.    The Australian Curriculum: History (2010) has been based on the guidelines provided in the Shape Papers and in common with each of the other subjects that currently form the Australian Curriculum, the organising framework for the history curriculum includes four sections:  Rationale and Aims; Organisation; Curriculum Foundation-10; and Glossary.    By way of summary, the content in this curriculum has been organized into a ‘world history’ approach ‘within which Australian history is taught’ in order to 
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‘enhance appreciation of Australian history’ and the ways in which this knowledge may be used to ‘encourage active and informed citizenship’. For instance, in the section called Curriculum: Foundation to Year 10, a detailed list of content is described (see Appendix 1). The Years 7 to 10 curriculum captures a sweep of global history over 5000+ years and features big narratives of global and national leaders and empires.  It provides a snapshot of Australian history, mostly within a global context, from earliest human experience to the modern day. Key historical concepts and a list of topics (including overview and depth studies in the secondary years) and skills to be taught, together with indicative time allocations, are included at each year level. While there is considerably more flexibility in the primary history curriculum, what is important here is that the Australian Curriculum: History (2010) from Years 7 to 10 interprets curriculum to be a product — a complete and whole object that, it is assumed can be used in meaningful ways by all teachers across Australia.    The use of clearly demarcated layers of content and foci that characterises the curriculum articulates what all ‘students should be taught’ and ‘what students need to learn’.  Such a perspective is based on the assumption that whatever is taught is therefore learned; and that learning necessarily takes place once something has been taught. Without an interrogation of what it means ‘to teach’ or to explore its connection with learning, the curriculum has been constructed with little acknowledgement of the problematic nature of curriculum development or the recognition that curriculum construction and development is essentially an organic or dynamic process that is inextricably tied to context. Sentence deleted.   As a contained and demarcated object, it is presumed that the history curriculum can be used, with few adjustments, by both experienced and less experienced history teachers, for students in schools in the leafy eastern suburbs of Melbourne for example, to those in schools in tiny remote communities in the outback. It is presumed that a curriculum can actually achieve this if it is contained and complete and its boundaries are demarcated. Or, in the words of Giroux (1981) it is ‘objective, bounded and ‘out there’ ...  and impersonal’ (p. 52).  
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And while curriculum as a product as constructed in the Australian Curriculum: History (2010) may appear to be neat and ordered, the reality is that such an approach has the potential to distance many teachers and students from engaging in learning history.  Rather than viewing curriculum as a ‘contextualised social process’, the curriculum is understood as a noun, or ‘pre-active’ (Reid, 2005, p. 11) and such an approach may well serve to be counterproductive.  This is because the inclusion of consultation among teachers occurred around ‘technical rather than conceptual issues’ (Reid, 2005, p. 24).  That is, the design phase including articulated understandings about curriculum theory and development, the rationale, the architecture, the structure of the curriculum were either not featured in policy documents including the Shape Papers or only involved teachers at the tail end of curriculum development.  Again, as Reid claims, such an approach to the role of teachers in curriculum development denies their professional knowledge and also construes curriculum development ‘as a political rather than an educational exercise’ (Reid, 2005, p. 23). As Luke et al. (2013) state, ‘curriculum theory enables principled arguments for curriculum content’ (p. 8) yet such a perspective has not been featured in the Australian Curriculum: History.   It is clear that the Shape Papers and the curriculum itself assume that curriculum is a product.  Without reference to any curriculum theory, the documents have by implication, assumed that the understandings about what a curriculum is and what it can achieve are common and shared. Instead the curriculum has been constructed as ‘a concrete entity or tangible thing’ that can be ‘captured and studied independent of context’ (Johnson & Reid, 1999, pp.viii, xii).  While it is stated in the Shape of the Australian Curriculum: History (2009), that the curriculum is intended to be ‘sufficiently rich and descriptive’, it is also designed to ‘avoid excessive prescription’.  While such a position suggests the importance of order and efficiency, a ‘scope and sequence’ so that time wasting is minimised, it also equally suggests constriction and conformity — especially in the highly prescriptive Years 7 to 10 curriculum.  
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Discussion: Challenges arising The construction of the curriculum as a product presents a number of overlapping challenges for teachers and classrooms that are each related to the notion of a thin curriculum.  The first of these is connected to the challenge of implementing a scripted and prescriptive curriculum; the second is the likely domination of what I call ‘a pedagogy of speed’ in the implementation of the curriculum; the third is the challenge presented by the ‘absence’ of students. 
 
1. The challenge of prescriptive and scripted content The Australian Curriculum: History (2010) is characterised by sequential lists of content and skills, prescribed from a distance, for all students to learn.  The basis of selection of content clearly emerges from an uncontested understanding of the epistemology of history as a discipline and pragmatic considerations such as a focus on issues associated with and the effects of globalisation, rather than as grounded in curriculum theory, or a considered and defensible articulation of agreed values or effective teaching and learning (Reid, 2009).  Content and skills are defined and prescribed in the Australian Curriculum: History (2010).  The numerous layers of content in the curriculum include overview and depth studies (in the secondary curriculum) and their elaborations for each year level, historical concepts that may be developed for each year level, and lists of skills for pairs of year levels, cross curricula priorities and general capabilities to be implemented across the entire curriculum, and focus questions and achievement standards for each year level.  These layers of content have two main consequences for teaching and learning that I want to elaborate.  First, these layers of content create a ‘laminated effect’ so that ‘entry points’ for teachers to manipulate the curriculum for their students is blocked.  The second point is that the provision of prescribed curriculum (especially in the compulsory secondary years) creates an ‘official knowledge’ that largely ignores the range and diversity of knowledge and experiences of students and their communities.  In reference to the first point, the thin and multiple layers of prescribed content create a laminated whole so that there is no visible or definable ‘entry 
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point’ for teachers to make sense of where to begin, where the priorities are, where the starting points of curriculum development might be. That is, there is no explicit hierarchy of knowledge, despite the inclusion of the key historical concepts. Instead, it is a curriculum that overwhelms with layers of detail, items to be taught and perspectives to be inserted.  However, it provides few theoretical signposts, such as might be considered if there were a curriculum theory underpinning content, to justify, and for teachers to negotiate, its terrain. The point is that while experienced history teachers may well be able to make reasoned approaches to the task of curriculum development in history, the curriculum itself does not acknowledge the complexity of this undertaking and the suggested criteria on which teachers, especially those not familiar with history as a discipline or those new to the profession, might use to make decisions about the priorities of content. The lack of experienced specialist history teachers and the increasing number of teachers being required to ‘teach out of field’ exacerbates this potential problem (McConney & Price, 2009).   This prescribed content, overlaid by other prescriptive requirements, creates a type of ‘knowledge ceiling’ that deflects the intrusion of content knowledge much beyond what has been decided and prescribed, because there is just so much to ‘get through’, to try to make sense of and to ‘tick off’ the checklist of content items. Again, while this may be the intention of the curriculum to ensure ‘rigour’ and ‘performance’, such a position ignores the importance of and the need for deep and long term student engagement and learning.  Added to this, with few references beyond the brief achievement standards, to the nature of the assessments for which ACARA will ultimately be responsible, we can only speculate at this point about what students will (really) need to know.    In terms of the second point above, not only is there a pre-eminence accorded to content, but also the prescribed and sequential nature of this content is also problematic. It is problematic because the content is likely to foreground particular kinds of knowledge valued by those who created the curriculum. Or, as indicated in the Quality Education federal policy, it emphasises the need to ‘ensure that we are teaching young people the right things in the right way’ (2008, p. 13).  
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What is right in this instance however may be challenged, and this will now be discussed.   Whilst knowledge of the content as prescribed may have value for some, when that knowledge is distant and its relevance mono-dimensional (related to global contexts) and essentially academic (including ‘high expectations for all students’), then questions must be raised about its resonance for a diversity of students, their disparate present circumstances and multiple futures. These ‘coercive policies’ are imagined and constructed ‘at arm’s length’ (Smyth, Angus, Down & McInerney, 2009, p. 24) from those who will use the curriculum.  Furthermore, a closer look at the level of content detail to be taught is reminiscent of Ball’s (1993) assessment of the national history curriculum in the UK, where curriculum knowledge is distant from students because ‘knowledge is valued precisely for its irrelevance, esotericism, detachment, elitism and intrinsic difficulty’ (p. 201).   Even if it is accepted that this official knowledge with its emphasis on big narratives and global stories is important for all students to know, there is a lack of alternative stories that might emerge when the filter for such stories shifts to a focus on those who are excluded from these narratives, such as those associated with women or workers or others typically sidelined or excluded from commonly prescribed historical narratives used in schools.    This ‘worthwhile knowledge’ (Apple, 1990) dictates what is formally learned in schools and as a result, there will be a lack of space for content knowledge that may emerge ‘in situ’. That is, such a curriculum is less likely to foreground knowledge or issues that emerge from more localized contexts. As Connell (1998) explains it, it is a competitive academic curriculum (CAC) that caters for an elite and serves to entrench social division. As Elmore and Sykes (1992) state, this is an example of a curriculum that values an ‘orderly transmission’ of knowledge and ‘rewards conformity to correct outcome’ (p. 207).  Opportunities to create experiences that challenge the prescribed order, or to include content that strays from this prescription, will be limited, particularly in the compulsory secondary years.  Not only is there is insufficient room in the curriculum to welcome knowledge that arises from other sources or from the 
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world inhabited by young people and their immediate cultures and communities, but that knowledge is not recognised as of value. As Smyth et al. (2009) claim:  … curricula often endorse the acquisition of knowledge and understandings deemed relevant to the national economy and business interests rather than the values, history, culture and economics of local communities. (p. 32)  This not only results in a curriculum that is more about ‘the what’ rather than ‘the why’, but also serves to maintain the status quo and the interests of those who have decided what we all should know.   In a thin curriculum, knowledge, often expressed as esoteric knowledge, is there to be learned and digested, rather than mulled over or ‘problematised’ (Elmore & Sykes, 1992, p. 197).  It does not emerge from a ‘dialectical relationship’ nor is it the ‘product of dialogue’ (Ladson-Billings, 1998, p. 209) that fosters inquiry, investigation or the pursuit of deeper meaning or positioning students as (co-) constructors of knowledge.  In this context we are reminded of Freire’s (1970/1990) notion that knowledge is not a gift or a thing to be distributed but can best be achieved through exchange and dialogue in a process that enables meaning to be constructed.  Here, we are reminded of Kincheloe’s (2008) claim that ‘The central role of schooling involves engaging students in the knowledge production process … analysing, interpreting and constructing a whole variety of  knowledges’ (p. 3).  Almost as an afterthought or an aside, issues of currency and ‘relevance’ to current globalised world, regional and local contexts are addressed by the inclusion of the three cross-curriculum priorities and the seven general capabilities, but these do not constitute the ‘real’ curriculum that teachers will need to teach (and assess?). They exist and are recommended but do not form the central core of content that is required. That is, the curriculum does not emerge from the centrality of the general capabilities or the cross curriculum priorities, or from considered understandings about effective teaching and learning, or from an acknowledgement of the incredible diversity of the present and future interests, motivations and needs of students.   
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 Furthermore, it is clearly a curriculum that focuses on ‘the what’ with little articulation, apart from the need for young people to be able to survive in a globalised future, of the details of the ‘why’ or the range of the ‘how’.  By constructing the curriculum as a definable product that is demarcated, sequential and prescriptive, or, ‘all that’s necessary’ for every student to know, there is little room for understanding curriculum as process. That is, it leaves out those things that enable a curriculum to be a working, living document that problematises content, that fosters questioning, and encourages dissonance as a pathway to learning for all students, that is something that can be manipulated, shaped, and made accessible for all students. Knowledge is positioned as a given, rather than as problematic, or treated as a cultural construct that requires higher order applications and emotional engagement.  
 
2. The challenge of the pedagogy of speed  While teachers are recognized for their capacity to ensure student engagement and connection regardless of the nature of the content, if pedagogy is sidelined as is suggested in the Shape Papers (‘schools and teachers will determine pedagogical ... considerations’), then the bigger messages beyond the content to be learned reinforce the view that content is more important than how students learn, the experiences they have whilst learning and why they need to learn. The statement that is prefixed to each study that ‘teachers will teach ... ’ encapsulates this position because it highlights the subtle disconnect inherent in this curriculum about curriculum content and its connection to authentic pedagogies. It suggests that it is more important that teachers teach – whatever that might mean and what it might look like in practice – than how students learn.  The main problem with such an approach is that it ignores the inextricable interconnection in curriculum between content and method as well as implications for the status of teachers’ pedagogical expertise.  Kincheloe (1989) has said that ‘subject matter is method and method is subject matter’ (p. 28).  If his observation is true, then detailed lists of content to get through is likely to encourage the use of what I call ‘pedagogies of speed’ – to 
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get through the content – rather than pedagogies of depth, or to ‘waste time’ in problematising that content.  If teachers are to teach – and that concept is not interrogated or articulated or theorised – then the kind of curriculum experienced by students is likely to be determined by the extent to which content items can be ‘covered’.  In such a scenario, issues around inclusion and exclusion of some students in the learning process, are real concerns.  In this instance, we are reminded of Boomer’s (1982) metaphorical words that ‘teachers should not drive students in a tourist bus through a school curriculum’ (p. 119) – but such an approach appears to be a real option for teachers.   As I have described it, this pedagogy of speed will have serious implications. There is likely to be a reduction in ‘the discretionary space for teachers’ (Eisner, 1992, p. 313) and teachers will be obliged to introduce ‘more and more regimented and uninspiring forms of instruction’ (Hursh, quoted in Smyth et al., 2009, p. 22).  In the words of Grundy (1987), it seems that the curriculum as articulated ‘by-passes or downplays the pedagogical skills of teachers’ (p. 33). Furthermore, Giroux (2010) has also famously argued, that teachers are now considered as technicians, rather than intellectuals or professionals whose key role is now to ‘implement predetermined ... standardised content’, able to interpret, manipulate and adjust curriculum so that it may be tailored to the complexities of the classroom.  With the onus on covering multiple layers of content, exploring what could be described as ‘the pedagogical air holes’ or the opportunities for creative and lateral pedagogical moves that challenge and ‘trouble’ accepted concepts and content, will be a substantial challenge for all teachers. 
 
3. The challenge of the ‘absent’ student In a thin curriculum, students tend to be constructed as objects and are generally referred to as a largely homogenous group with an assumed commonality of aspirations and needs and ‘are likely to become more acted upon than acting’ (Boomer, 1982, p. viii). In the Australian Curriculum: History (2010), young people’s futures are framed around the need to provide ‘the skills, behaviours and 
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attitudes that students need to succeed in life and work’ (p. 7) and yet, while there are references to ‘the needs of young people’ and ‘diversity’ in the Shape Papers (2009, 2010) and in the Australian Curriculum: History (2010), these are framed as a series of generalities which do not include in any real detail, the social, cultural, economic and geographic contexts that students inhabit. Through omission, it seems that young people are deemed asides to the curriculum and its implementation. As such, by implication they are constructed as passive objects in the learning process and are not likely to be engaged in having input into what is learned and where there is an assumption that ‘one set of experiences is good for all students’ (Brady & Kennedy, 2003, p. 71). Here Greene’s (1975) work on ‘the problem of curriculum’ notes that the student is rarely considered to be ‘an existing person, mainly making sense of his [or her] life-world’ (p. 299) and such a claim could be made in regards to this curriculum.   Alternatively, the need for ‘expanding spheres of free spaces for decision-making on the part of students’ (Wood, 1998, p. 191) seems to have little resonance in this curriculum. Instead, The Shape of the Australian Curriculum (2009) ‘makes clear to teachers what is to be taught across the years of schooling [and] ... makes clear to students what they should learn’ (p. 9). The idea of ‘free spaces’ does not resonate or, as Shor (1992) argues, there is limited opportunity for ‘generative themes’ or content that emerges from students’ interests and concerns because ‘all too often students are confronted with mandated programs that pay scant attention to local contexts and tend to eschew the facts and skills over critical reasoning’ (Smyth et al., 2009, p. 32). Furthermore, as Reid (2005) claims:  Once curriculum is organised around fixed bodies of predetermined knowledge and broken down into pieces to be transmitted to students in a linear way, then the freedom for students to involve themselves in an interactive learning process is severely restricted. (p. 49)   Ball (1993) summarises this dilemma in reference to the UK national curriculum context where there is ‘a trenchant opposition to any recognition of the child as active within the learning process’ (p. 207). He goes on to say:   
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… the links between pedagogy and knowledge, experience and understanding are severed and replaced by authoritative texts and authoritative teaching … the student has to learn but is separate from them. (2005, p. 205)    It appears that the Australian Curriculum: History (2010) is making the same mistakes. 
 
Conclusion It has been argued that the Australian Curriculum: History has emerged from a policy context, dominated by imperatives around productivity and global contexts or ‘neo-liberal policy frames’. I argue that the curriculum that has emerged from this pragmatic context may be described as an example of a thin curriculum.  The overt characteristics of a thin curriculum include: a direct equation of curriculum = product; a curriculum that is defined and demarcated by extensive and prescribed content decided by others and to be covered by all teachers; a curriculum that holds few spaces for negotiation or content arising from localised contexts and cultures, thereby limiting what is pedagogically possible or probable in the classroom.  Together with the absence of a considered and detailed articulation of curriculum theory or a range of defensible values to frame the curriculum content and to provide teachers with a theoretical basis about the ways in which the nature of teaching and learning history in Australian schools has been understood, the Australian Curriculum: History (2010) in the compulsory secondary years allows little scope for pedagogical creativity and experimentation or deeper learning.  Instead, the detailed lists of content to be covered, not only limit meaningful opportunities for exploring different constructions of curriculum, but also shut off interrogations of the meaning of historical knowledge and knowledge making. This curriculum, along with others that have been developed at the same time, denies the central place of pedagogy in the construction of curriculum and in influencing what is possible.  As such it is a thin curriculum. 
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 Ultimately, the narrow understandings about curriculum create a number of challenges.  A thin curriculum overwhelms with content and thus provides little space for investigating meaning and transforming content into something that resonates on a deeper or even, more importantly, on a local scale for students and their lives. Furthermore, the curriculum is likely to encourage teachers to resort to pedagogies of speed that limit opportunities for pedagogical experimentation and creativity.  There is little space for students or teachers to decide and to construct knowledge emerging from and relevant to their local contexts, communities and sub-cultures.   While superficially it is a curriculum that offers ‘choice’ as well as ‘guidance’, the reader is left in no doubt that this is a curriculum designed to be academically oriented, content focused and easily assessable on a national (and international?) scale.  Thus, the characteristics of a thin curriculum with an emphasis on the what and when are all evident, but more to the point is that the school knowledge that is imagined from external sources, and expected to be consumed by all, favours certain classes and serves to reproduce existing social relations.  Essentially, it is a curriculum that is defined, pre-packaged and ultimately controlling the work of teachers and students, and as a result, ensures that powerful hierarchies are legitimised and maintained. It seems, then, that such a thin curriculum is intended to create conformity: for teachers to teach the prescribed content, to be positioned as the technical implementers of the curriculum rather than its originators, for students to be sidelined and for their needs and aspirations to be decided by others, remote from their experience.   The irony is that teaching the layers of content, and students learning that content, ultimately jeopardise the kinds of skills and dispositions, such as innovation, problem posing, critique, decision-making and risk taking that are often deemed necessary for young people in the globalised future of the twenty- first century.   What emerges from this discussion however, is the need for teachers to reclaim their professional autonomy and expertise and create important spaces for negotiation and experimentation in their classrooms. Only then are we likely 
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to re-imagine a thick curriculum grounded in more fluid understandings of what a curriculum is and the centrality of teachers and students in the process of curriculum decision-making.    
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SECTION III   
 
 
The Australian Curriculum: History 
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Chapter 6  
History curriculum: whose past? 
 
 
 
 
Chapter Overview The key point of this chapter is that a particular view of Australian history has mattered (and continues to matter) to politicians and they have consistently demonstrated their interest in the type of history to be taught in schools.  To demonstrate this claim, I provide an overview of the range of purposes of a history curriculum in schools and the extent to which the rationale of the Australian Curriculum: History supports these purposes.  This is followed by a discussion of the highly politicised events that preceded and followed the introduction of the Australian Curriculum: History including the History Wars, the History Summit and the later announcement of the Review of the Australian Curriculum.  
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Introduction In this chapter I want to pause from an analysis of curriculum purposes and architecture that were featured in Section II and move more specifically to an analysis of the rationale and legitimated knowledge that inhere in the Australian Curriculum: History. I want to consider the purposes of school history and the reasons for the establishment of a stand-alone, discipline-specific history curriculum in all Australian schools and for the eradication of the integrated Studies of Society and Environment (SOSE) curriculum that it replaced.  Such a discussion will reveal, as has been evident in other aspects of the introduction and design of the Australian Curriculum, that although the content knowledge contained in the revised curriculum appears to be contemporary, a closer examination suggests that there are different interpretations and intentions at play. In particular, the public debates, the formal speeches by politicians, and targeted reviews of history teaching that occurred before the introduction of the Australian Curriculum, attest that school history had become a high stakes issue. It was important, according to politicians such as the Hon Julie Bishop (2006) that history’s place in the school curriculum be ‘sensible’ and ‘celebratory’.  Moreover, subsequent announcements by the Minister for Education, The Hon Christopher Pyne (2014), reasserted the view that the current government’s interest in history education, despite its claims to the contrary, is highly political; indeed, Minister Pyne’s announcements in early 2014 planted clear markers about control over curriculum content.  Finally, this chapter supports the claims made in this thesis about the importance of conversations about curriculum decision-making processes. I propose that alternative, thicker constructions, such as those that emerge from a critical pedagogy, should be inserted into the discussion in order to re-envision what might be possible in constructing curriculum.  A discussion of these claims will also serve to position the final chapter, Chapter 7, because such a discussion will expose the limitations of the content of the Australian Curriculum: History 
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and provide the final part of the foundation for exploring a thick curriculum in history.   
Structure of this chapter In this chapter I will refer first, to the range of knowledge and skills that the discipline of history can make available to student learning. Using the work of authors such as Seixas (1997), Shemilt (2000), Taylor (2000), Seixas & Peck (2004), Lee (2011), and Tosh (2011) among others, I identify the purposes of school history, which will be later juxtaposed against the rationale and content of the Australian Curriculum: History. It is in this discussion that I describe the scope of the rationale and expose its particular emphases. From this analysis, I conclude that at one level there is a defensible and self-evident rationale to the current history curriculum, but taken as a whole, the content and other elements of the curriculum suggest that government is promoting a more conservative, and ultimately more exclusionary, agenda. It is for this reason that we need to question and have conversations about the foci, architecture and content of the Australian Curriculum: History. Second, I want to refer to the political elements that contributed to the introduction of the Australian Curriculum: History, including the nature and influence of the ‘History Wars’ and the History Summit in 2006 that preceded the introduction of the Australian Curriculum: History.  Other initiatives, such as the Discovering Democracy project with its distinct historical focus, the release of Taylor’s The Future of the Past report in 2000, the establishment of the Commonwealth History Project (later the National History Project), the National Centre for History Education from 2003 and the Values Education projects that occurred at a similar time, attest to government ‘interest’ and financial investment in history education. However, I have selected the History Wars and the History Summit as seminal events that most directly affected government understandings about the purposes of a history curriculum, prior to the introduction of the Australian Curriculum: History. A discussion of these two milestones will assist in exposing the reasons for the elimination of the variously 
149  
labelled Studies of Society and Environment (SOSE) curriculum that existed in most states and territories (with the exception of NSW and later, of Victoria) from the early 1990s. In this section I also refer to the key elements of the review of the Australian curriculum announced by Minister Pyne (2014). It is intended that a discussion of the History Wars, the History Summit and the review of the Australian Curriculum will reveal the ostensibly ‘commonsensical’ but increasingly politicised nature of curriculum decision-making that has occurred in Australia and the clear ideological stakes that these initiatives have planted.  I also wish to note that while the History Wars and History Summit occurred under  Howard’s Coalition government, it was the supposedly more progressive Labor Government that ultimately introduced the Australian Curriculum. My purpose in this chapter is not to provide a governmental level analysis of the introduction of the Australian Curriculum but to highlight the political positioning around the nature of history. My argument is that the Howard period laid the groundwork and provided a 'contextual backdrop' that clearly illustrated the highly contested nature of history.  The chapter is organised into three sections. In the first section, I provide an analysis of commonly cited intrinsic and instrumental reasons for a school history curriculum. In the second section, I describe and situate the History Wars and the History Summit because these two events provide clear evidence of the particular understandings of the purpose of school history for members of government.  In the third section, I draw on these claims and conclusions to explore the extent to which the Australian Curriculum: History, as expressed in the rationale and in examples of content, aligns with academic and political understandings about appropriate content in a history curriculum. With reference to the work of Parkes (2007), Doherty (2008), Gilbert (2011), Henderson (2011, 2102), Hoepper (2011), and Roberts (2013), I will also provide a broader contemporary base from which to assess the history curriculum. I draw on the concerns of these authors to elaborate on the scope of concerns that this chapter addresses. In this chapter, I also provide a platform to consider what an 
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alternative and more critical and activist history curriculum might look like, a theme that will be developed further in Chapter 7.    Purposes of school history  Dutch historian Johan Huizinga is reputed to have said that ‘No other discipline has its portals so wide open to the general public as history’ (cited in Henderson, 2011, p. 57). History as a leisure pursuit has recently undergone a resurgence of interest. History can satisfy the human appetite for epic sagas and ripping yarns about people and events from long ago. Populist portrayals in film and television of historical events or dramatisations of period pieces, what I call ‘Hollywood History’, are designed to ‘sweep audiences into an apparent past’ (Seixas & Peck, 2004, p. 109). Furthermore, popular interest in memorabilia found in local markets and genealogy trails facilitated by websites such as ancestry.com attest to the human need for a temporal anchor and desire to connect to people and things from another time. Such interest in temporal exoticism highlights the intrinsic value of much historical exploration. We love stories and history overflows with them because history, as Seixas and Peck (2004) put it, ‘suffuses every part of our lives’ (p. 110). Its threads and twists, gnarls and whorls, form part of who we are.  
Which stories to select? Deciding which stories, and from whose perspective, to include into a school history curriculum is a difficult task. The basis of that selection of stories and perspectives needs to include a clear set of generally accepted goals (Gilbert, 2011) that inform how those stories or narratives are represented and interpreted and sequenced. As Gilbert (2011) states: ‘Clarity about the nature and purpose of a subject is a prerequisite for effective curriculum development’ (p. 247), and yet in school history the range and diversity of purposes make such a selection process fraught.  As Zinn (2009) also argues, ‘history is inevitably a selection out of an infinite amount of information and what is selected depends on what the selector thinks is important’ (p. 16).  In other words, as Parkes (2007) claims, ‘there is no inherent meaning in an event [or story] and this is meaningful 
151  
to us only after we give the event significance through our narrativisation of it’ (p. 6). Events or stories in the past only acquire meaning or significance within a narrative structure that is constructed as part of an historian’s work, or the work of curriculum creators, or according to the imperatives of a global neo-liberal national agenda. Whatever the curriculum, according to Gilbert (2011), ‘a well established explanatory framework’ (p. 256) from which content and other curricular accoutrements are positioned and layered is needed if the curriculum is to be defended, beyond that which appears to be a simplistic and self-evident reprise of what has always been done.   The emphasis on frameworks that influence how stories are represented and interpreted separates school history from more populist understandings of historical events and stories, as represented, for example, on screen. As Seixas and Peck (2004) argue, students need to acquire the skill to view events and what they study critically ‘rather than to be swept in by an apparent past’ (p. 109). A criticality, or the ability to suspend judgement and ask probing questions, is essential when viewing Hollywood Histories and, for Low-Beer (2003), the ‘real’ history, or ‘a kind of official history’ (p. 3) that is described in the current curriculum. Students need to be able to decipher how an event is situated and positioned and why it has been framed as something that they need to learn and the perspectives that are being promoted. Such a claim is particularly pertinent because recent Australian experience of the History Wars and the History Summit, as well as later announcements by Minister Pyne (2014a), have clearly demonstrated, as Gilbert (2011) observes, ‘a need for clarity of goals’ (p. 247). It is from such a position that I now want to focus more exclusively on history as a subject in schools, including its purposes, positioning and emphases and thereby provide a broader framework for analysis of the content that has been included in the Australian Curriculum: History that will be referred to later in this chapter. 
 
Intrinsic and instrumental purposes of school history The purpose of a study of school history can start with the very general claim that history allows us to ‘say something about the past’ (Lee, 2011, p. 64) and be 
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extended to include two other and more specific purposes.  First, history is intrinsically valuable in the sense that it can provide interesting stories from the past and give us a sense of enjoyment and appreciation of ‘where we have come from’ as well as provide a way in which to boost national morale – especially when the selected stories are heroic or have undergone a mythologising makeover. Second, more commonly in schools, history has several instrumental purposes. For example, the study of history can develop particular skills and dispositions that may be useful in a range of vocations (Taylor, 2000).  Also, as some authors have argued, the study of history is fundamentally about immersion into the particular elements of the discipline (Shemilt, 2000; Levesque, 2008), and the nature of the discipline and historiography can provide important and transferable understandings, skills and dispositions that these engender. Taylor (2000), a key author of the Future of the Past report on history in schools, credits history with developing ‘generic … IT skills’ (p. x) as well as contributing to ‘the development of logic … arguments … and critical analysis’ (p. x). Like Taylor, Tosh (2008) claims that the value of history does not reside in the ‘detailed knowledge of particular periods or problems but in a distinctive cast of mind … a standard of judgement which might be exercised on any subject’ (p. 5). Also, for Taylor (2000), history contributes to ‘good vocational outcomes’ and it ‘allows a more fulfilling relationship with our heritage and our environment’ (p. xi). On another level, Levesque (2008) refers to first and second order and unique procedural concepts that provide historians with an analytical structure that can give meaning to an historical investigation. History provides distinctive methodologies to understand events and investigate questions ‘in a systematic and reliable way’ (Gardner, cited in Chapman, 2011, p. 96).     Another reason for the study of history in schools is so that young people learn to understand how the past has shaped the present and how history gives us the tools and understandings to ‘make sense of current affairs’ (Haydn, 2011, p. 34). Because of the seamlessness between the past, the present and projections to the future, as Lee (2011) reminds us, there ‘can be no apartheid separating the past from the future’ (p. 68).  Investigations in history can give us the ‘back story’ 
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to understand the present, for example with issues of reconciliation between Indigenous and non-Indigenous people in Australia (although some of our more conservative ‘Historical Warriors’ may disagree with such a claim!) or, more personally for example, with why we establish particular community traditions and how and why they might change over time. Carr (1961) has famously stated, there is ‘an unending dialogue between the present and the past’ (p. 35), and so to understand events now we need to trace their possible origins in past events. On a more colloquial note, Zinn (in Arnove, 2012) says that ‘history is useful for checking up on what is given to you at any moment of the present time … about what is happening today’ (p. 161). Viewed in this way there is the sense in which it is impossible to comprehend events occurring now without consideration of events in the past and it is important that a curriculum in history makes those links explicit.  
An important purpose of school history One of the most compelling reasons for a study of history in schools is summarised by Hobsbawm (1997): Why do all regimes make their young study some history in school?  Not to understand society and how it changes, but to approve of it, to be proud of it and to be or become good citizens. (p. 357)    These words remind us that the purpose of school history is often much more than a vehicle through which we can simply: know and enjoy the stories of our past, gain generic or even vocational skills, be immersed in particular historical methodologies, interrogate substantive or procedural concepts, and make sense of current events. History in schools has additional instrumental and often more subtle and covert purposes whereby stories and skills are selected because of their underlying messages that are linked to more targeted historical (and national cultural, economic and political) purposes. As Taylor (2000) claims, ‘history has particular political sensitivities … which set it apart from other school-based subjects’ (p. iii) or, more pointedly according to Low-Beer (2003), ‘History … is most easily perverted in schools’ (p. 6). Thus, what and whose 
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stories we choose to tell and how they are represented (or ‘perverted’), essentially reflect a conscious positioning and deliberate choice which, according to Parkes (2007), is about the ‘control over public memory’ (p. 10). As we can see in the national curriculum agenda, and in the History Wars and other initiatives in Australia in the 1990s and 2000s, as well as later provocative announcements by Minister Pyne (2014a) that will be discussed later, those stories are less likely to incorporate the local, the marginalised or the ordinary.  For many, school history provides an instrumental opportunity, according to Keating and Sheldon (2011), for the ‘transmission of common culture and society’s values’ (p. 12). For example, the study of history can contribute, as Hadyn (2011) has claimed, to a perceived ‘social cohesion and shared sense of loyalty’ (p. 35) especially when the focus of a curriculum is on a (‘celebratory’) national story. Studies of history in schools may be used to inspire common and unquestioned national allegiances, provide a sense of temporal continuity when framed, as Parkes (2007) has suggested, as part of a narrative that situates it as such. Ahonen (2001) goes so far as to claim that in the past, ‘political leaders imposed a grand narrative on the community … it was a result of nationalism that history first became a hegemonic subject in the school curriculum’ (p. 180). The study of history in schools has contributed to a sense of national and sanctioned identity, which, for some, may be regarded as an inspirational and unashamed enterprise in fostering a benign national sentiment.  Canadian author, Berger (2007), has said that:  the idea that a nation has to have a preferably proud and heroic history and that this history becomes the foundation of national identity has been a key to a variety of constructions of that form of identity across Europe and the wider world. (p. 2)  In this way, for Ahonnen (2001), the instrumental purpose of history in forging national solidarities and conformities frequently overrides other subsidiary and more academic, let alone more emancipatory, contributions that history might provide students.    
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Whose national stories? One of the central problems with a demonstrably nationalistic aim such as this, however, is that such a narrative is likely to position the stories of the white, male and middle class as the natural, neutral and even the default perspective from which to view and legitimise historical phenomena. As a corollary, the nationalistic model alternatively positions everyone else’s story as different or deficient or not legitimate for investigation or further scrutiny and thus relegates them to cameo appearances in the curriculum. In this way we can understand the claim made by Tosh (2008) and inferred by politicians, such as former Prime Ministers Paul Keating and John Howard, as well as by Minister Pyne (2014a), that ‘history is … expected to produce better citizens by acquainting them with the “right” past’ (p. 3). As a subject that may easily be caught up in political processes that define what it is, as suggested by these authors, history’s rationale and content selection in schools can be presented as seemingly self-evident and crucial to developing a constructed and shared sense of nationhood. Thus, one of the most compellingly instrumental reasons for the study of school history is because it is a vehicle through which the ostensible origins of ‘common’ national values, ‘the right past’ and attitudes and dispositions may be devised and transmitted to young people en masse.   
Summary The reasons for the inclusion of history in schools are for both intrinsic and instrumental purposes: history can foster a sense (real or imagined) of social similarity and national pride in the achievements of our past, and develop skills and understandings that are unique to the discipline as well as skills that may be useful in employment. School history can promote examples of temporal continuity and create a commonality of values, attitudes and dispositions, as well as providing a source of solidarity, especially when national stories are framed as common and beneficent. School history can control what we know, what we understand, and what, and if, we question about the past. Such a realisation clearly demonstrates that history can serve a much bigger ideological purpose 
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than what may be immediately obvious.  According to Parkes (2007), the stories that are told as part of a school history are framed in a deliberate and selective (and often exclusionary) narrative.    Before considering how history has been constructed in the rationale and content of the Australian Curriculum: History, and the extent to which this iteration aligns with the perspectives that have been provided in this section, I want to now situate this curriculum in terms of what I regard as two significant events – the History Wars and the History Summit.  Following my account of these events, I want to briefly refer to the nature and motivations behind Minister Pyne’s later decision to review the Australian Curriculum. As mentioned earlier, I do this because such a discussion can add further perspectives to the political minefield from which the current history curriculum emerged, and is currently embroiled, and add weight to my subsequent claims about the particular emphases that are subcutaneously evident in the rationale and content of the Australian Curriculum: History.  
The History Wars The History Wars loosely refers to a series of ‘incidents’ – or verbal pokes and prods – between several Australian historians, including Manning Clark, Geoffrey Blainey, Keith Windshuttle and Stuart Macintrye, and some politicians ‘since at least 1984’ (Munro, 2007, p. 786). Macintyre (2003b) suggests that other countries have experienced similar ‘wars’ over interpretations of their past, but in Australia we can trace some of the early ‘skirmishes’ to differences of opinion over the 1988 bicentenary. At this time, notable historian Manning Clark questioned whether Australians were ‘ready to face the truth about their past’ (cited in Curthoys, 2006, p. 1). Additional contretemps, according to Munro (2007), occurred over the nature of displays in the new national museum in Canberra, Prime Minister Keating’s ‘Redfern Speech’ on reconciliation in 1992, and discussions over immigration policy (p. 786). Essentially, much of the focus of the History Wars was on whether some of Australia’s respected historians had mourned the failings, rather than extolled and celebrated the successes, of our 
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Australian past, particularly in regard to relations between Indigenous and non-Indigenous people.   A key event in the wars was a lecture delivered by prominent conservative historian Geoffrey Blainey in 1993, in which he criticised those who viewed Australian history as ‘largely the story of violence, exploitation, repression, racism, sexism, capitalism, colonialism and a few other “isms” ‘(cited in Curthoys, 2006, p. 2). More to the point, Blainey dubbed such a focus as a ‘black armband’ view of history, a derogatory phrase that was quickly commandeered by the media and by former Prime Minister John Howard.  For example, according to Clark (2010), such views suited Howard’s call in 1996 for Australians ‘to be more proud of what we have achieved as a nation than of which we should be ashamed’ (p. 125) and that such a position should be used to restore the ‘balance sheet’ of historical rights and wrongs. The black armband view of history caught the public imagination because it simplistically summarised how some groups perceived the way in which much historical writing had shifted to an uncomfortable focus on questions about race relations in Australia. McKenna (1997) summarised the black armband view of history this way: One side alleges that the other has no pride in Australia’s history and the other alleges that its opponents want to censor Australian history and deny the truth about the history of Aboriginal dispossession and the White Australia policy. (p. 2)  In this regard, Haydn (2011) claims, ‘there are politicians … who believe that school history should concern itself primarily with presenting a positive and celebratory transmission of the narrative of the past’ (p. 35) and such a claim is in evidence here. More to the point, Smith (1995) says that there often exists a ‘mythical’ element to the national stories told (p. 53) that may contain the skeletal outline of an historical event, but emerge in another form through ‘exaggeration, idealisation, distortion and allegory ... stories told, and widely believed, about the heroic past, which serve some collective need’ (cited in Low Beer 2003, p. 12).   Or as Aldrich (1989) notes, history curriculum in the UK at least, has been ‘cast as broadly self-congratulatory and heroic …. [that acts as a] … social cement’ (p. 125). 
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Such ‘collective need’ and source of ‘social cement’ are clearly evident in Howard’s call to remember to celebrate Australia’s history and to restore equilibrium in the ‘historical balance sheet’.  Another key issue, fuelled by the previous ‘skirmishes’, was about the nature of the evidence on which the genocide and dispossession of Aboriginal people was based and was written about among historians.  Keith Windshuttle argued that claims of Aboriginal genocide had been based on insufficient evidence and had been overstated. His texts on Aboriginal history in Van Diemen’s Land (2002), on the White Australia Policy (2004), and on the Stolen Generations (2009), suggest that claims regarding the inherent racism in each of these contexts was exaggerated or at least insufficiently supported by evidence. Following the ‘war-like’ provocations by both Keating and Howard, the debate received considerable media attention, including column space in daily broadsheets such as The Australian and The Age and journals such as Quadrant and the IPA Review (Munro, 2007). Thus, what might have remained a scholarly debate on historiography within the sandstone universities, emerged as something far more politicised, public and controversial. Each side matched the accusations levelled from the other side of the genocide debate, including, according to Macintyre (2003b), ‘personal denigration designed to discredit an opponent’ (p. 79). The debate became mired in claims and counter claims that at times allegedly misrepresented the main arguments of the ‘other’ side.   However, what was striking about the History Wars was that first, such a debate could have made headlines in the mainstream media and second, that it demonstrated the highly controversial nature of interpretations of Australia’s history and the questions of whose perspectives are to be told. McKenna (1997) summarised it this way: The argument is not about content - it is about emphasis. It is not so much concerned with the nature of history as it is with the use of history. As a people we are trying to come to terms with the fact that ‘Australian’ history is no longer written purely from the perspective of the majority.  (p. 2)  
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For Macintyre (2003b), the History Wars were essentially ‘concerned with the obligations of the historian and the demands of patriotism’ (p. 77) so that the historians’ work was more about ‘a loyalty test’ (p. 83) than a test of academic rigour. Most importantly, the History Wars firmly embroiled politicians in the debate over whose story should be told and how. Such a position was directly evident in Paul Keating’s Redfern dispossession speech in 1992 and later in John Howard’s 2006 Australia Day speech. Howard’s speech included references, among other topics, to the quality of teaching and learning in Australian history in schools. In what is now regarded as his famous call for ‘root and branch renewal’ of history teaching, Howard (2006a) said:  I believe the time has also come for root and branch renewal of the teaching of Australian history in our schools, both in terms of the numbers learning and the way it is taught. .... Too often history has fallen victim in an ever more  crowded curriculum to subjects deemed more ‘relevant’ to today. Too often, it is taught without any sense of structured narrative, replaced by a  fragmented stew of ‘themes’ and ‘issues’. And too often, history, along with other subjects in the humanities, has succumbed to a postmodern culture of relativism where any objective record of achievement is questioned or repudiated. Part of preparing young Australians to be informed and active citizens is to teach them the central currents of our nation’s development. … In the end, young people are at risk of being disinherited from their community if that community lacks the courage and confidence to teach its history.  I have included this excerpt because Howard’s speech, unashamedly nationalistic, stressed that the primary purpose of history in schools is to tell ‘our’ common story.  Laced with references to a truth, his interpretation is that there is an Australian story, which will serve to bind. It is a call to repudiate that ‘fragmented stew’ that was the integrated subject of SOSE, that according to Howard, had scrappily represented history in schools. It would seem that the battle-lines had been clearly drawn. But, as Curthoys (2006) has reflected, Howard’s focus stressed ‘achievements rather than difficulties’ (p. 8). Further, his speech did not recognise the overlapping interconnected local, personal and national narratives that frame any national story.  
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The History Summit Several months later, Howard’s urge to renew Australian history in schools was reinforced with the announcement of a History Summit, which, for Rood (2006), was ‘stacked with academics and commentators ... not teachers’ to discuss ways in which to ‘strengthen the place and maintain the integrity of Australian history in the school curriculum’ (Howard, 2006b). Echoing Howard’s words, the then Minister for Education, Science and Training, The Hon. Julie Bishop (2006) proclaimed ‘that we [should] put a structured narrative back … [so that students] … have a thorough understanding of their nation’s past’. Again, it was an unashamedly nationalistic call – but without an explication of whose narrative she was actually referring to.  The summit was not about the skills and dispositions that history could provide, such as those referred to earlier in this chapter; and it was not only about the teaching and learning of Australian history, but a version of Australian history that was not ‘peace studies … not social justice … or consciousness-raising about ecological sustainability’.  Perhaps with the intention of leaving no margin for doubt or dissent, the Minister declared: ‘History is history’.   In Howard’s address to the Summit (2000b), he stated that his government’s purpose was ‘very, very plain’ and this was ‘to bring about a renaissance of both interest in and understanding of Australian history and that must involve a greater focus on the disciplined teaching and understanding of history in Australian schools’. Even though Howard added that ‘we are not seeking some kind of official version of Australian history’, he also claimed that in his opinion, there needed to be ‘some kind of coherent narrative’ in understanding history, including a ‘proper understanding of Indigenous history’. In all, his was a ‘commonsense belief’ so that students would have a ‘proper understanding of what did occur’.  In a further speech to the summit in August 2006, Bishop referred at length to Tony Taylor’s (2000) national assessment of history teaching in Australia, with its damning assessment of SOSE. According to Taylor, SOSE had left students with an understanding of Australian history that gave a ‘fragmented, 
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repetitive and incomplete picture of their national story’ (Bishop, 2006). What was needed, according to Bishop, was to map ‘an essential narrative’, including ‘key dates, facts and events’ and that these should be decided upon by the ‘sensible centre’ (implying, perhaps, this was a corrective to the riffraff from the left who allegedly occupied positions in the bureaucracy?).  The aim was to ‘restore a sense of balance and perspective’.  Referring to SOSE as an ‘experiment’ that was structurally flawed and that history should not be ‘mushed up’ in it, Bishop ended with the statement that ‘Australian history should be a compulsory, stand alone subject’.    Of course what is interesting about her speech and that of Howard’s is that Australian history is not to be negotiated.  As has been characteristic of other aspects of the Australian Curriculum, nothing has been left to chance; nothing is up for grabs, let alone debate.  The clear message, written now in the vernacular, is that ‘we all know what history is, we all know what Australian history is, so let’s roll up our sleeves, get down and do the job of making sure our kids understand it too’.  Simple. It was an assumption reminiscent of Gillborn’s (cited in Apple, 2000b) claim, that:  There are no genuine arguments against a chosen position. Any opposing  views are thereby positioned as false, insincere or self-serving … the  technique presents the speaker as someone brave enough to speak the  (previously) unspeakable. Hence, the moral high ground is assumed and  opponents further denigrated. (p. 233)  However, the irony as Gilbert (2011) claims, was that there was a ‘lack of discussion of why students should be studying Australian history’ (p. 248).  Discussion of the details of content, such as that provided by Melleuish (in Hirst, 2006), did not fully interrogate the purposes of studying Australia’s history. Furthermore, the Summit was not a call for a rejuvenation of the teaching of history in schools per se, nor a rejuvenation of the skills needed for historical inquiry, nor to provide considered opportunities for students to interrogate its key substantive concepts.  This was a pursuit that could be called ‘history for nationalism’ with a focus on a top down and uncontested understanding of what 
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history curriculum is, with a clear focus on a celebratory (white blindfold) view? of Australian history. Cast in these terms, the kind of history curriculum advocated by Howard and Bishop would foster a clear nationalistic agenda and demonstrate government interest in taking charge of curriculum decision-making.  
Policy precedents Consistent with its overall policy direction, the Liberal Government at the time took a decisive and conservative stand on the status and nature of history in schools, particularly when viewed in terms of previous policy and other funding initiatives that had taken place in the previous decade. For example, the Howard government had strongly endorsed and funded the Discovering Democracy project that provided an extensive assortment of free teaching resources to all schools and professional development for teachers in civics and citizenship education, an initiative that was referred to in Chapter 2. In this initiative, the history of democracy in Australia was a key theme.  It had also established an inquiry into school history that culminated in the release of the final report by Tony Taylor (2000), The Future of the Past. Later, Howard’s Values Education Project (2003-4) articulated nine core values that were published on posters to be displayed in all schools, along with flag raising and anthem singing by all school children. This government also commissioned the National Centre for History Education that established its online presence in 2004, releasing the Making 
History units of work, and indicating the Liberal government’s concern for and involvement in the teaching and learning of history in schools. Such initiatives cost over $20 million over a ten-year period, which indicated the extent to which the Liberal government was committed to securing a place for the ‘right’ kind of Australian history in schools.  These initiatives and considerable funding arrangements were about the discipline of history and about the disciplining of young Australians.   
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Review of the Australian Curriculum I now want to briefly refer to a later development of the Australian Curriculum, the announcement on 10 January 2014 by the Commonwealth Minister for Education, the Hon Christopher Pyne that there would be a review of the Australian Curriculum. Minister Pyne’s (2014a) media release indicated that the intention behind the review, with a report due in June 2014 and implementation in schools scheduled for 2015, was to ‘evaluate the robustness, independence and balance of the Australian Curriculum by looking at both the development process and the content’ and in this way, to ‘help ensure the curriculum improves student outcomes’ and be a ‘step to a world class national curriculum’.    The review and the appointment of conservative academic Ken Wiltshire and former Liberal Party staffer Dr Kevin Donnelly to the review panel attracted considerable opposition.  Donnelly’s previous publications, according to Beden (2014), had criticised schools for  ‘enforcing politically correct, black armband views (of Australian History) and argued that schools are places where “feminists and left wing advocates of the gender agenda argue for the rights of women, gays, lesbians and transgender people” ’. Thus, Beden highlights the narrow vision of official content and engagement in social engineering that Donnelly would be likely to apply to the Australian Curriculum.  The review and its panellists were also criticised by Taylor (2014), arguing that the ‘curriculum history wars … were on again’ and claiming that this was an example of ‘an interventionist cultural, religious and social policy agenda’ that is based on neoconservative fears about, among other concerns, leftist influences in education. In an open letter to the Minister (13 January 2014), 150 education scholars and teachers expressed concern over the apparent bias of the review, its inappropriate timing and the lack of appropriate expertise and ‘required openness’ (Tovey, 2014) of the review panel members.  The educators stated that they held further concerns over the ‘lack of understanding of the process of thoughtful planning that classroom implementation requires’.   What is particularly revealing about the focus of the review is that it was not about the other learning areas in the Australian Curriculum, it was about 
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ensuring a particular version of history was told.  Arguably, Pyne’s announcement corresponds with Hobsbawm’s (1997) claim that history is intended to ensure students ‘are proud of (their past) and be good citizens’ (p. 357).  It also confirmed the positions referred to earlier by Low-Beer (2003) that history ‘is easily perverted in schools’ (p. 6) and is used to ‘control the public memory’ (Parkes, 2007, p. 10) and to ‘acquaint students with the right past’ (Tosh 2008, 3). Furthermore, it was unclear how what was proposed by Pyne and how the terms of reference will ‘help ensure the curriculum improves student outcomes’ and be a ‘step to a world class national curriculum’ (Pyne, 2014b).    Most importantly, the review demonstrated a fear of difference, an insistence on conformity, and a lack of understanding of the complexity of the curriculum development process and the work of teachers. It firmly showed how the government, so early in its three-year term of office, established clear ideological markers and curriculum was the hostage.    Finally, when these events - the History Wars, the History Summit and the review of the Australian Curriculum - are put alongside what historians and teachers have argued about the purposes of an education in history and the reasons for its inclusion as a subject in schools, it is clear that the other purposes of a history curriculum have been regarded as tangential in the Australian Curriculum: History.   I now want to discuss the specifics of the Australian Curriculum: History and to explore the extent to which alternative views of curriculum that are central to this thesis, are given a rightful place in public debate. 
 
The Australian Curriculum: History rationale2 The previous sections of this chapter have provided a contextual backdrop for positioning the introduction of the Australian Curriculum: History and the clear and direct political interest that was evident in its construction and emphases. I                                                         
2 All quotations from the Australian Curriculum: History can only be accessed online: http://www.australiancurriculum.edu.au/history Page numbers for quotations cannot be provided. 
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now want to examine the extent to which purposeful interest in school history is reflected in the Australian Curriculum: History rationale and content3.  There is much consistency between the rationale of the Australian Curriculum: History and the various purposes of school history alluded to earlier in this chapter. This suggests that the curriculum that has been developed is theoretically defensible. The rationale of the Australian Curriculum: History acknowledges that history is a ‘disciplined process of inquiry into the past that develops students' curiosity and imagination’, thus there is a recognition of the intrinsic benefit of the discipline, where history is valued for its own sake and that developing students’ interest in history is important. It also recognised its ‘disciplinary’ nature, implying this is a considered and orthodox area of inquiry that has its own set of substantive and procedural concepts and methodological rules and approaches. The rationale also states that the curriculum will enable students to ‘develop an understanding of the past and present experiences’. This position reflects the intention to make connections between the past and the present (such as those described by Carr, 1961) and the ways in which current events may be understood in reference to past events or phenomena (although the extent to which this is reflected in the depth studies is a matter of debate). The rationale clearly acknowledges the intrinsic and instrumental purposes of a history curriculum, but interestingly does not explicitly claim that history can and should more narrowly develop national allegiances and promote shared and common values, that were featured in Prime Minister Howard’s 2006 Australia Day address, by former Education Minister Bishop (2006) at the History Summit or by Minister Pyne’s (2014) review of curriculum. The rationale does not refer to the more direct claims about nationalism and allegiance that may be inspired by a nationalistic history curriculum.  In fact, there is very little direct reference to national sentiment and common allegiance.   I do not want to claim an absence of nationalistic characteristics in the curriculum, rather that such positions have been constructed in less obvious ways.                                                          
3 See the Appendix at the end of this thesis for an overview of the Australian Curriculum: History. 
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In addition, the rationale does not refer to the controversial or problematic nature of curriculum in history, nor does it acknowledge the partisan nature of all curricula (McLaren, 2003). This is surprising given the debates and the conflicts over history curriculum that preceded the release of the document and were later reactivated under the Abbott government. Overall, and setting aside the more recent review of the Australian Curriculum: History, there are clearly defensible elements in the rationale along with areas that, in the spirit of criticality, require further scrutiny. 
 
Australian history as part of world history I now want to address a problematic feature of the rationale and the curriculum in general, and how this feature will have a number of enduring consequences. The rationale states that Australian history is to be studied as part of a ‘world history approach’.  That is, Australia’s history cannot be separated from other events occurring simultaneously in the world, and in this way, students will be able to appreciate the interconnections between events, trends and ideas in the past as they have been manifested across the globe. Such an imperative is compelling in the current context when acknowledged global changes and challenges such as an emerging Asia (Milne, 2011; Henderson, 2012), climate change, and changes in technology, as referred to in the earlier Shape Papers, have challenged previous understandings about who we are and what our future might hold. In fact, changing, complex and accessible global ‘scapes’ and networks (Appadurai, 1990), movements and diverse allegiances are now commonplace and expected to grow. Such global phenomena force us to reconfigure our understanding of the nature of our connections, the power structures that encircle us, our identities and preferred futures, local communities and students’ experiences.  Macintyre (2013a) claims that there is much to recommend ‘the national story in a global context’ approach taken in the Australian Curriculum: History because such an approach will ‘equip students to operate in the world in which they will live, [because] they need to understand world history'. Furthermore, such an approach ‘enables us to see historical forces operating in 
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different contexts’. If Anna Clark (2008) is right, that is, that ‘many students write off their national history as boring’ (p. 1), making this shift towards contextualising Australian history within a larger frame ‘can dispel the common view that it (Australian History) is insular and uninteresting’ (Macintyre, 2013a).   
Critique of Australian history as part of a world history approach Notwithstanding Macintyre’s position, the objective of understanding ‘Australian history within an international context’, may well camouflage narrower purposes. There are several problems that a national story in an international context raises, such as the way in which global stories as described in the current curriculum miss opportunities to connect with students; lack of clarity around its focus on narrativisation; and the problem of the top down content of the national story. The intention behind this approach, expressed in the Rationale of the Australian Curriculum: History, is  ‘to equip students for the world (local, regional and global) in which they live’. But, as Hoepper (2011) claims, apart from references to other forms of global transactions in the past such as forced labour movements, the Australian Curriculum: History fails to capitalise on the historical antecedents of globalisation, especially its technological roots and networks and how ‘the current globalised culture embraced by so many young people has come to be’ (p. 69).  For Hoepper, such an oversight misses an opportunity for the curriculum to connect with students in a way that is fundamental to their experiences and their sense of (often virtual) social connection.  Furthermore, in the face of the spread and impact of the changes and challenges of globalisation, in the Australian Curriculum: History there is an insistence on the one hand to align education to the needs of a global neoliberal market place and ensure the development of young people’s vocational skills, as referred to more extensively in Chapter 3. At the same time there is also the potential that such a process may weaken young people’s identification with and allegiance to the nation-state.  The Australian Curriculum: History recognises the importance of global changes by acquainting students with the past of other places, and thus minimises accusations of promoting a celebratory nationalism, 
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but firmly positions a national past within that global framework, especially in years 9 and 10.  As globalisation gains increasing prominence and traction, it behoves any government to shore up the emotional allegiances of the population to the nation state.  As Doherty (2008) claims, there is a need for government to ‘re-make, replot and re-fix national identity in the face of significant social changes … and the melting of ascribed national identities’ (p. 2) in the face of such enormous global changes and realignments.    The construction of national stories, whether within an international story or not, presents another problem.  With its clear focus on the tales of the larger historical figures and the bigger narratives, especially in years 7 and 8 and in most of the depth studies in years 9 and 10 (with the possible exception of parts of ‘rights and freedoms’, ‘globalising world’ and ‘making a nation’), the curriculum credits the ‘Capital P’ politicians, parties and participants with enacting important historical change (see Appendix 2). The problem, as Berger (2007) claims, is that in a history curriculum such as this one, ‘the discursive construction of national identities [has] often had little hands-on reality for ordinary people as they lived their lives’ (p. 7).  As such, apart from the very early primary years where it is featured – but never referred to again - the curriculum largely ignores the local, the domestic and the social, the ‘ordinary others’, the everyday experiences of youth, women, families, communities and marginalised groups in contributing to a vibrant and diverse society. As McLaren (2003) states, ‘a stress on the great books [or national canons] often deflects attention away from the personal experiences of students and the political nature of their everyday life’ (p. 206). We need only to look at the powerful vignettes of resistance by ordinary people that have been described by Zinn (2002, 2009) to be reminded that history belongs to more than rulers. In the Australian Curriculum: History, there is an exclusion of  ‘those who did not belong, for territorial, social, religious or ethnic reasons’ (Berger, 2007, p.9) from ‘our’ national story. This position is best summarised by Ahonen (2001) who says: The school is expected to support social cohesion by providing the common elements needed for identity-formation. But individual identities 
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in contemporary societies are multi-layered; society is a mosaic rather than a monolith. A sense of togetherness requires a … shared open space of interaction, rather than common lessons. (p. 192)  In the Australian Curriculum: History the motivations and actions of ‘ordinary others’ need to be inserted, or at the very least, teachers need to have some discretionary space in the curriculum to insert contextually relevant knowledge.  In this case teachers could provide examples of the capacity for individuals and collectives to initiate and insist on social change - well before ‘doing’ the ‘Globalised World’ depth study in year 10. More importantly for this thesis, such a construction of curriculum is ‘thin’ in the sense that it largely allocates a lateral, rather than central, position to the stories and local ‘funds of knowledge’ (Gonzales, Moll, & Amante, 2005) that exist in local communities, including the communities and cultures of young people and the extent to which these stories can also be linked in a globalised setting.  
Conclusion In this chapter, I have provided a context for understanding some key themes and events that have contributed to a particular construction of the nature and purpose of the Australian Curriculum: History.  I have also considered some of the commonly cited reasons for the study of history in schools and have made the claim that the current curriculum is characterised by an increasingly narrow, nationalistic and ideologically-driven and top down agenda.  Such a weakness is not completely unusual, because this is the case with most history curricula around the world. What has been argued is that the Australian Curriculum: History inspires nationalism while purporting to inspire the production of globally engaged and ‘good Australian’ citizens.    References to more covert narratives that are a thematic motif apparent in other aspects of this curriculum, are also evident in the rationale of the history curriculum. On the one hand, the rationale clearly links the history curriculum to the various and valid ways of understanding the purpose of history, including both intrinsic and instrumental purposes.  It also, superficially at least, provides a 
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particularly even-handed overview with its apparently less than zealous nationalistic purpose. Thus there is an overt reasonableness and an overwhelming obviousness to the Australian Curriculum: History in the rationale.  There is also a sense that the curriculum is not a reprise to a nostalgic past, but one that firmly situates the history curriculum within a contemporary and defensible, even futuristic global context. However, as I have argued in this chapter, this curriculum’s focus on history as a national story but within an international context, misses opportunities to make real connections to students’ lives and also effectively camouflages a more narrow and nationalistic agenda.  This nationalistic agenda features the larger figures and events that serve to demonstrate that a national history curriculum is about the major players, rather than the experiences of ordinary others, such as the marginalised or the local or the domestic.  This agenda is also about ensuring that the challenges of globalisation do not dilute sensibilities about and allegiances to ‘our’ national story. At a time when global imperatives are instrumental in forging multiple identities, and redefining our locations and anchors in time and space, the imperative to ensure that the national story is projected has been seen to be crucial by government. I want to turn next to an alternative view of a history curriculum that promotes a more democratic agenda. I want to consider how we might use the tenets of a critical pedagogy to create a thick curriculum whose design features are characterised by deeper questioning and an interrogation of assumed perspectives. Such a curriculum would provide opportunities for teachers and students to carve a clearer space in the curriculum.  In so doing, I seek to demonstrate that alternative visions of curriculum can be used to critique what has been taken for granted and to provide alternative and more agentic ways of constructing knowledge for both students and teachers.    
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Chapter 7 
 
Towards a thick and more critical reinvention  
of the Australian Curriculum: History 
 
   
Chapter Overview Following the themes discussed in Chapter 5, in this chapter I propose that there can be a ‘thick’ curriculum in history. The principles and cautions that inform a thick curriculum are described and in the final section of this chapter, I provide three brief examples of what a thick curriculum might look like.   The intention to present a thick construction of curriculum demonstrates the importance of the key themes of this thesis. In this case, the highly ideological nature of the Australian Curriculum: History is raised and from this, notions about constructing curriculum ‘from the sensible centre’ and history knowledge being framed as clear and unproblematic are challenged.    This chapter demonstrates the folly of assuming that curriculum decision-making is unproblematic and mono-dimensional and that ‘commonsense’ and prescriptive understandings of curriculum need to be punctured, exposed and realigned and that alternative curriculum constructions in history are both possible and defensible.  
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Introduction In the previous chapter, I described several purposes of school history and discussed the extent to which the rationale of the Australian Curriculum: History aligned with these purposes. I also positioned the History Wars and the History Summit as events that marked out the ideological lines from which a school history curriculum subsequently emerged and how the Review of the Australian Curriculum similarly shaped ‘official knowledge’. It was clear that the politicians who engaged in these events were keen to assert that a ‘structured narrative’ in the history curriculum should provide a ‘sensible’ approach to what was taught in a history curriculum. I argued in this chapter, that politicians had entered the curriculum debate and were – and still are - clearly very interested in what should be taught in a history curriculum.  Such a claim, serves to position this chapter because I now want to synthesise the thematic threads of this thesis to consider how a curriculum in history might be constructed in a different way through a critical pedagogic approach.  I believe that it is possible to imagine – and implement - a curriculum that is characterised by a less prescriptive focus on content and a more process-oriented understanding of the nature of curriculum, its design features and the sources and types of knowledge that are legitimated (Apple, 1990).  It is a curriculum that, rather than understanding history in terms of a ‘structured narrative’, exhorts teachers to establish a climate of critique, to make curriculum and pedagogy problematic (Shor, 1992) and to celebrate teachers’ capacity to take insightful pedagogical risks (Freire, 1970/1990; Pruyn, 2013; Shor, 1992). It is a perspective that recognises the potential of students to use their experiences and local and technological resources, to be more fully engaged and active in their learning (Pruyn, 2013; Smyth, 2010). It is a curriculum that incorporates targeted and explicit opportunities for teachers and students to ask deeper questions and interrogate generative themes that have the potential to enable and empower teachers and students (Dewey, 1938/1997; Kincheloe, 1989; Shor, 1992). Moreover, such a curriculum responds to Steinberg and Kincheloe’s (2011) notion 
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of a paradigmatic shift that challenges the ubiquitous positivist positioning of students and teachers in the transfer of knowledge in the curriculum to one that extols the value of student and teacher ownership and creation of knowledge. It is a curriculum geared towards social change. What is proposed in this chapter is that a ‘thick’ and more critical reinvention of the Australian Curriculum: History is needed to challenge the conservative understanding of curriculum knowledge and that this reinvention is possible using different curricular understandings and frameworks.  This different curriculum proposes a counter narrative that is firmly positioned to engender an unashamedly active citizenry (Smyth 2009, 2010). Such a curriculum aims to connect to bigger ideas and concepts about poverty, war, violence, racism, local and global citizenship in past and contemporary contexts (Bigelow 1990; Zinn, 2002, 2009).  A thick curriculum, through asking different questions, exposes the current narrowness of the Australian Curriculum and presents a view that there are meaningful alternatives to what has been constructed. As discussed in Chapter 4, the problem with the Australian Curriculum is that it offers a limited perspective about what a curriculum is and this limitation conceals the enormous possibilities for alternative curricular constructions.  Furthermore, what I have argued in Chapter 5 is that the Australian Curriculum: History is a thin curriculum that overwhelms teachers and students with layers of content so that they have fewer opportunities to spend time in problematising that content and inserting local agendas. Macintyre, a key author of the Australian Curriculum: History, defended the approach, stating that ‘the notion that the curriculum defines what will be taught, precisely and prescriptively, is a misapprehension’ (2103a). However, I argue that the Australian Curriculum: History has an inordinate amount of content and the specifications about the order in which it is to be taught ‘sends a powerful message about the subject’s focus …[which is] about content and its coverage, not discipline based inquiry’ (Roberts, 2013, p. 15-6). To the issue of the type and amount of content to be taught is the issue of pedagogy. Education Minister Pyne said in an article by Daniel Hurst (2013), that ‘a back-to-basics approach to education is what the 
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country is looking for’ and that Pyne ‘would prefer a greater use of direct instruction’, claiming that child-centred learning approaches ‘don’t teach the basic skills’. Pyne’s position presents an even more urgent challenge to educators who are required not only to implement an already limited curriculum, but use particularly narrow forms of pedagogy in the process, assuming in fact that ‘one pedagogy suits all’. Moreover, such a position suggests that teachers’ work can be trivialised by such glib and simplistic responses that bear no relation to the creative and critical complexities of teaching and learning. On all fronts, it seems that government is intruding on the details of curriculum content and pedagogy: narrowing what is worthwhile knowledge and, more worryingly, prescribing particular forms of teaching and learning, regardless of content or context.   
Concerns raised in this chapter   In this chapter, I argue that the layers of content and narrow understandings of valid knowledge that characterise this curriculum (and potentially its even narrower reincarnation under a Liberal Government manifesto) will stifle opportunities to challenge and contest the nature and purpose of school history. Distanced from personal realities, resources and experiences, the curriculum allows few spaces for school communities to engage with more than just the procedures associated with implementing the Australian Curriculum and making sure that content is delivered and achievement standards are met.  In the words of Kliebard (1995), the curriculum is increasingly becoming an ‘impregnable fortress’ that is narrowly shaping and constricting what is possible. The problem with such an approach is that, as described in Chapter 5, the notion of curriculum is narrowly defined and ‘thin’, so that innovation and accessibility to particular forms of knowledge are increasingly controlled.  Thus, teachers will be forced to ‘get through’ the content using the ‘pedagogies of speed’, referred to in Chapter 5 (or to Pyne’s ‘direct instruction’), rather than: problematise the nature of history and knowledge; interrogate ‘who’s missing and why’; engage in more time-consuming, democratic and negotiated forms of pedagogy; and centralise critique and notions of justice.   
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A counter narrative   I believe that it is possible to frame a counter narrative in a school history curriculum.  Such a narrative is explicitly democratic and as rigorous as the one that is currently being implemented in Australian secondary schools. In this endeavour, I want to return to the tenets of a critical pedagogy and its metamorphosis to what I call a thick curriculum that was described in Chapter 5. I propose a thick curriculum is a more fluid, inclusive, contextualised and more socially just curriculum in history. In the process, I am positioning the pursuit of broadly defined democratic values as the normative base from which the curriculum emerges, rather than a pragmatic or a self-serving one in which an underlying global neo-liberal and conservative agenda and a nostalgic and limited form of nationalism are being advanced.  The proposed democratic base incorporates values including social justice and equity, interrogates notions of fairness and inclusion, and allows opportunities for engagement and activism so that a democratic project may be lived, as well as learned and highlighted, ‘in the details of everyday lives’ (Apple & Beane, 1999, p. 120). This position is based on the pedagogical understanding that for knowledge to become meaningful it must connect with the histories, values and understandings that shape students' everyday lives. This is knowledge that tries to connect with what students already consciously or subconsciously know, and challenges the limits of such knowledge by questioning both the histories and context in which such knowledge is produced, appropriated and internalized.  As Young (2004), in a reference reminiscent of Dewey (1938/1997) argues, curricula should:  draw upon the cultural resources that students bring with them to the school  … taking their languages, history seriously  ... [and] be provided with experiences that promote social justice, freedom and equality (p.6) …   and that … ‘family and community histories are perhaps the most powerful of these sources because of the way in which they shape the learner’s own story’ (p. 1). In a similar vein, Henderson (2012) has observed that ‘history can seem abstract and remote from lived experiences of the learner’ because it involves ‘a process of inquiry into phenomena … that no longer exist’ (p. 7). In the current 
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curriculum context, students’ concerns and voices appear to be regarded, in the words of McGregor (2009) as ‘marginal and uninformed’ so that students are positioned as ‘the subalterns’ of the educational process (p. 347). In this situation, rather than being about mastering mandated content and skills for achievement tests, curriculum knowledge needs to be, according to Apple and Beane (1999): intimately connected to the communities and biographies of real people.  Students learn that knowledge makes a difference to people’s lives, including their own.  (p. 119)   Thus, matters of context are fundamental, and curriculum developers need to open up opportunities to situate knowledge ‘at the interface between vernacular histories or the lived experiences of the child and … curriculum documents’ (Young, 2004, p.1). Also important is the idea that knowledge to inform curriculum development is not only situated in students’ lives but can be extended. A curriculum is effective and learning is facilitated when it does not limit what is considered valid knowledge to the immediacy of experience or to distant or remote pasts or places. Instead, in curriculum design, the use of an articulated normative base, the use of local and experiential contexts together with an interrogation of key substantive and procedural concepts of a discipline can become the starting points for questioning the larger world of knowledge, ideas, principles, theories and social relations.   
A thick curriculum: parameters and provisos In the next section of this chapter, I will sketch the characteristics of a thick curriculum that were referred to in Chapter 5, including the importance of conceptualising curriculum as process, with a focus on pedagogies that engage and questions that expose the marginal and ultimately aim to promote social justice. I later demonstrate how the current history curriculum might be realigned to address such a construction.  Here I am indebted to the work of Freire (1970/2011); Apple (1990); Smyth and Shacklock (1998); Giroux (2003, 2008); McLaren (2003) and Kincheloe (2007) (see Chapter 2) in framing the parameters of a critical pedagogy, and of a thick curriculum as described in Chapter 5.    
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I also want to move sideways from the critical positions provided by these authors to highlight the central place that Information and Communications Technology (ICT) might occupy in this endeavour, arguing that such tools can be used to engage and mobilise students in a range of ways. When critically and self-consciously used in ways that deepen the ‘information-action’ (Postman, 1985) link and ‘cultural impact’ (Postman, 1992), ICTs can be a powerful means of connecting diverse student communities and facilitating local action.  However, as Postman (1992) explains, ICT use needs to incorporate a critique of their cultural impact. Such a perspective, that Postman describes as ‘technopoly’ (1992), can assist students in developing important ICT critical literacy skills. In other words, Postman’s intention is to incorporate activities that raise students’ awareness that the use of these web tools is not without a social impact.  A brief example foreshadowing such an approach is provided later in this chapter. On a more cautious note, I want to raise some of the practical, personal and professional challenges that are inherent in implementing a ‘critical’ curriculum.  I do this because while many would agree with the principles and the normative direction on which a thick and more democratic curriculum is based, administrative and organisational concerns can lead teachers to a questioning of professional directions and test even the most committed and critical pedagogue. Such concerns may well get in the way of implementing any innovation, and recognising such challenges will provide teachers with a way to overcoming them.   
Examples of a thick curriculum  In the next section of this chapter, I outline alternative ways of understanding curriculum and teaching history.  I use three examples: the story of the Gallipoli campaign in World War I and alternatives; the process of obtaining female suffrage in Australia; and an engagement with local histories. In each example, I identify the ways in which an alternative curriculum might be imagined. These are instances of problem-posing approaches to history which urges teachers to question the nature of knowledge and how it is constructed. It is not intended as an elaborate development of a critical pedagogy of history that is always 
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dependent on the student (knower) and the context (school) as such positioning is fundamental to a thick curriculum. Furthermore, these examples are not intended to be formulaic nor fully detailed units of work because such prescription is anathema to a thick and critical pedagogic approach. As Symes and Preston (1997) observe, a critical pedagogic approach:  is an orientation, not a closed paradigm; it is a way of addressing problems, not a set of answers … it is … resistant to precise statements of how it is to be implemented. (p. 78)   What I propose is simply an approach to a history curriculum using a different set of questions and possible resources that can speak to students in a different way – yet still be rigorous, conceptually challenging and activist. Such a reconstruction requires a greater focus on bigger questions and concepts with open-ended and contestable responses – the ‘why?’ and the ‘what if ?’ of a thick curriculum as discussed in Chapter 5 - and opportunities for teachers to use a range of resources to facilitate action if it is to motivate and engage a greater number of students and teachers. In this regard I rely on the inspirational work of Howard Zinn (1980/1999, 2002) and practitioners such as Bigelow (1990, 2008), Shor (1992), Marker (1993), and Pruyn (2013) in providing examples of pedagogies that serve this purpose.  I conclude the chapter by arguing that a ‘thick’, more critical curriculum is a useful perspective from which to uncover layers of commonsensical and narrow understandings of the Australian Curriculum: History. Ultimately, such a perspective will better engage and serve students and the Australian community and contribute to a more democratically robust and intellectually rigorous community to meet the challenges of the twenty-first century.   
Features of a thick curriculum As described in Chapter 5, a thick curriculum has the following characteristics: an orientation that understands curriculum as a verb and therefore has a focus on the process of curriculum implementation and on a fluid and situated understanding of the nature of curriculum content; an articulated normative 
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framework that is based on social transformation informed by an orientation to social justice and inclusion; targeted opportunities to investigate localised or marginalised histories and generative themes with a focus on deep questioning; explicit opportunities for teachers to use inclusive pedagogies; and a focus on activism.  Taking the lead from critical pedagogy, a thick curriculum is about critiquing official knowledge and rejecting pedagogies of transmission in favour of a curriculum that has a clear focus on dialogue and problem posing. In this way, a key characteristic of a thick curriculum is about being able to ask questions of the content that require responses beyond the ‘who, what, when, or where?’ to more challenging questions about the ‘why and what if’ and, ‘who else needs to be consulted or included?’ and for Symes and Preston (1997), ‘how does what is happening [or has happened] impact on the most disadvantaged?’ Furthermore, as Gilbert (2011) asserts, ‘history can provide concepts and thinking skills for analysing questions about the past but it does not, in itself, determine which questions are worth asking’ (p. 251). That is, the focus is on ‘teaching not to answer but how to question’ (Melville, 2010, p. 68). Such a position is important because, despite Macintyre’s (2013) claims to the contrary, the prescriptive nature of the Australian Curriculum prevents teachers from assuming an intellectual or agentic role when questions have already been decided.   The overarching characteristics of a thick curriculum have been inspired by the work of critical pedagogues described in Chapters 2 and 4. There are also many activist scholars, such as Howard Zinn (1980/1999; 2002), at the forefront of contesting how history is officially constructed, especially regarding the silence in remembering the role of ‘ordinary people’ working for social change. In addition, teachers at all levels, including those from the Rethinking Schools collective and the Borderlands Collective for Social Justice in the USA, and to a lesser extent those in the PEEL project in Australia have dedicated themselves to constructing curriculum according to socially just principles (eg. Shor 1992; Bigelow 1990, 2008; Marker, 1993; Brodhagen, 1999; Hursh & Ross, 2000). Their work attests to the multitudinous ways in which a critically democratic approach 
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might be enacted in schools. In this instance, I also accept Gore’s (1993) claim that teachers should not lose sight of the ‘instructional aspects of pedagogical practice’ (p. 20). Whereas the imperative to theorise remains a key part of teachers’ work, it also behoves teachers (in schools and universities) to critically and creatively engage in practices that demonstrate the possible. Gore (1993) put this issue on the agenda when she identified two main strands in critical pedagogy, one focusing on critical educational theory, and the other on classroom practice (p. 42). She argues that there has been insufficient attention given to the ‘instructional aspects of pedagogical practice’ and the question of ‘how to teach and what to teach’ (p. 20).  With Gore’s perspective in mind, I propose the following pedagogical practises could be used to facilitate the implementation of a thick curriculum: 
• reflecting on and deconstructing textbook interpretations of the past or media interpretations of current events, including ‘who’s missing? And, how are ‘x’ and ‘x’ represented? why?’ (Smyth, Shacklock & Hattam, 1999; Pruyn, 2013) 
• incorporating dialogue and negotiation about the students’ world and issues that concern them; providing valid curriculum and assessment spaces for their concerns (Boomer, 1982; Shor, 1992; Marker, 1993; Common, 1994) 
• allowing spaces for students to demonstrate learning in negotiated and relevant ways (Boomer, 1982) and ‘co-create’ knowledge (Steinberg & Kincheloe, 2011) 
• story telling about the local, familial or familiar with examples from those who are geographically distant but culturally and historically connected, or culturally and historically distant but geographically connected using Web 2.0 tools (Walsh & Black, 2011)  
• contextualising family heirlooms and meaningful artefacts as starting points for student biographies and ancestral links (Kincheloe, 2008) 
• anthropomorphising ideas and concepts in their lives (Shor, 1992) 
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• ensuring that all learning has an inclusive action outcome, that is, something is ‘done’ with their learning and is taken to a wider audience (Smyth, Shacklock & Hattam, 1999) 
• using activities that encourage student as teacher and teacher as student (Boomer, 1982; Freire, 1970/2000; Kincheloe & Steinberg, 2011) 
• using the familiar formats from technology (eg. facebook, twitter) and concepts from history (eg, change, perspective, contestability) to ‘rewrite’ local or topical stories  
• incorporating experiential and simulation activities that focus on those commonly excluded (Bigelow, 1990; Hursh & Ross, 2000) 
• engaging with relevant ICTs to link with contemporaries in other parts of the state/region/world on topical historical and/or social issues (eg. ‘iearn’ project) (Walsh & Black, 2011) 
• constantly responding to, ‘what did I learn? What else do I need to ask? (for students and teachers) (Boomer, 1982) 
• asking ‘what would have happened if ….?’ as a way to consider alternative trajectories of past events  
• consciously reflecting on ‘how is ‘x’ like my/our situation?’  The suggestions listed above serve to reposition curriculum content and pedagogies and show a sample of possible pedagogical practices. I now want to draw upon these ideas and the claims made in the previous chapter and explore the features of a thick curriculum. Inspired by the work of Howard Zinn (1980/1999; 2002), I want to consider how different forms of knowledge might be created and problematised, and how a different set of questions about our past might be asked.  Such a curriculum would also defer to the powerful potential of current technologies to assist students to access the past in accessible ways.  
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The legacy of Howard Zinn As an historian, activist and agent for change in the United States from the middle of the last century, Zinn provides a different lens through which we can analyse and recalibrate the nature of history as presented in the Australian Curriculum: History.  His views were frequently expressed through anecdotal snippets in books and online interviews (1997/2000, 2002) about his personal involvement with social change, mostly as part of grassroots collective groups. In an online statement, Zinn (2010) says that he would like to be remembered:  for introducing a different way of thinking about the world, about war, about  human rights, about equality and for getting more people to realize … that  the power ultimately rests in people themselves and that they can use it. At certain points in history, they have used it. Black people in the South used it.  People in the women's movement used it. People in the anti-war movement used it. People in other countries who have overthrown tyrannies have used it (no page)  More poignantly in the same statement, Zinn said he wanted to be remembered as ‘somebody who gave people a feeling of hope and power that they didn't have before’ (no page).  In similar vein, in an interview with Kreisler (2001), Zinn expressed the belief that people’s understandings about what happened in the past and why, and how people frame what happened the past, is altered when events are viewed from the perspective of the marginalised, the vanquished or ‘the other’. He said, ‘History … looks very different from a black point of view. The heroes are different, and the eras get different names’ (Kreisler, 2001, no page).  Zinn’s comments about social change have resonance in a history curriculum when change is frequently constructed as something that is largely initiated and enacted by government, or ‘from the top down’.  In his narratives of social action expressed in his book, You can’t be neutral on a moving train: A 
personal history of our times (2002), Zinn provides stories of unorthodox non-violent means used by activist groups in the past on issues about race relations, war, working class exploitation and the labour movement, to provide inspiration about how ordinary people have challenged inequality and injustice. His focus on 
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ordinary people being mobilised and engaged is a central feature of his understanding of history – a feature often overlooked or downplayed in official history texts and curricula. Again, in his interview with Kreisler (2001), he claimed that ‘government cannot be depended on to rectify serious injustices because the actions of government to enact change are frequently as a reaction to the actions of ordinary people’ (no page).  Such a position resembles Bracey’s (2011) claim that change in society is ‘not always made by rulers and the powerful’ (p. 179). Similarly, Seixas and Colyer (2013) state: History may well be a series of stories we tell about the past, but the stories are not just any stories. They’re not chosen by chance. By and large, the stories are about famous men and celebrated events. We throw in a couple of exceptional women every now and then, not out of any need to recognize female eminence, but out of embarrassment. (p. 3)  In his obituary to Zinn, Bigelow (2010), notes how Zinn’s work emphasised that ‘history [is] a series of choices and turning points - junctures at which ordinary people interpreted social conditions and took actions that made a difference ... What we think and how we act can make the world a better place’ (no page). Bigelow (2010) also remarks that Zinn:  wanted teachers to show students how the world has been made better by small acts of defiance and solidarity by ordinary people, not only by the illustrious leaders of social movements. And certainly not by the traditional heroes who, more often than not, deserve more contempt than praise  … and  he wanted students to see themselves as potential activists, to consider ways that they could make a difference (no page)  I use Zinn’s perspectives to support my claim that the legitimated knowledge in the Australian Curriculum: History is largely exclusionary of the experiences of ordinary people. It would be easy to show instances of this omission, but critics would argue that such a process would merely replace one claim of legitimated knowledge with another. More relevant here is to be reminded of Bakhtin’s ‘polyphony’ (cited in Welleck, 1980, p. 32), where truth is embedded in a multiplicity of voices.  Here the truth in the story cannot be held within a single mind, it also cannot be expressed by ‘a single mouth’. The polyphonic truth 
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requires many simultaneous and independent voices  ‘which are fully equal’ (Welleck, 1980, p. 33).  The idea of the multiplicity of voices – including those who are commonly marginalised or excluded – can assist in creating a thick history curriculum.  
A thick curriculum: Cautions Before I proceed to examples of a thick curriculum, as inspired by the principles of a critical pedagogy and the examples provided by Zinn’s work, I want to briefly note some cautions. I do this because engaging in critical curriculum decision-making and action is not for the faint hearted: awareness of its professional and personal challenges can allow teachers to modify expectations in the light of pragmatic issues that may well stymie even the best intentions. Furthermore, my limited experience with doing things a bit differently has alerted me to some of the challenging hurdles that are faced when using alternative approaches.  
Challenge of time The first caution is that a critical approach to curriculum requires time.  For teachers, the process of encouraging dialogue, of conducting investigations and of doing more hands-on tasks require considerably more class time than a ‘pedagogy of speed’ that uses a more didactic and transmission approach. A critical approach also demands more time and professional commitment on the part of teachers in terms of research, for framing the most appropriate and incisive questions, for preparing and developing resources. As Freire (1998) notes, ‘teachers who do not take their own education seriously, who do not study, who make little effort to keep abreast of events have no moral authority to coordinate the activities of the classroom’ (p. 85). That is, to be critical, teachers need to be intellectuals (Giroux, 1984; Popkewitz, 1987) and a key component of that intellectualising is understanding content beyond students’ textbooks or Wikipedia, reading widely, mulling over, problematizing and collaborating with colleagues. These activities are also time consuming because processes used to engage students in 
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negotiating content, activities and assessments are difficult, convoluted and lengthy.  
Risky business Secondly, a thick curriculum requires that teachers take risks. This riskiness can be in terms of designing learning experiences, especially those outside the classroom walls that stretch learning contexts and environments. More importantly, risk taking is also evident in teachers’ relationships with students. In the spirit of negotiation and dialogue, a thick curriculum requires a far flatter classroom hierarchy that can be challenging for students and teachers. Ellsworth’s (1989) audit of the literature of critical pedagogy and her account of empirical work with undergraduate students have some resonance here. She argued that the limited and limiting rationalist assumptions that inhere in educational settings largely remain ‘untheorised’ so that the nuances and pedagogical applications associated with ‘student voice’ and ‘dialogue’ need to be constantly negotiated and critiqued. When teachers are the intellectual authority, is student voice a reality – or is it an apparition? Similarly, years of conditioning about what schools are like, what teachers are like, and what classrooms are like can make more flexible approaches feel confronting and dissonant.  Teachers’ fear of being too different or controversial may undermine their critical approaches, as noted by Said (1994) and Kemmis & Smith (2008).  
Student engagement Thirdly, a thick curriculum promises challenges in terms of student engagement and motivation. An interrogation of generative themes, or those themes that emerge from student experiences and interests, may appear to be intrinsically interesting and relevant, but motivating students to engage in content that ‘feels’ different may be a challenge for some. In my experience of engaging in more metacognitive strategies (see Chapter 1) students sometimes complained that this way of learning is different from other classes. Whatever we do that is different 
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has to ‘feel right’ and has to be what students consider to be valid ways of exploring, or needs to be at least ‘more fun’ than what students in parallel classes are doing. Similarly, encouraging students to negotiate curriculum and assessments or ask questions when many would prefer just to be told ‘the answer’, may undermine a teacher’s commitment to a more critical curriculum and pedagogy because it is so much easier to tell and be told, than to explore and ‘digress’. As Brookfield (2005) explains, for his students ‘the official curriculum … is a piece of cake compared to the effort to develop democratic consensus’ (p. 367).  
Cultural shift? Finally, perhaps the most important concern is the challenge that emerges when questioning more traditional and transmission approaches to curriculum and pedagogy, and the cultural shift that is required to accommodate different ways of working. Doing things differently can feel destabilising and call into question the nature of teachers’ work and also a teacher’s sense of professional identity, and the cultural contexts of teaching.  As I discussed in Chapter 1, doing things differently at Community College at times felt threatening and, at times, I was forced to question and confront my motivations and the theoretical bedrock on which I based my pedagogical approach.  Doing things differently can also appear threatening in schools with entrenched ways of doing things and where alternative approaches are viewed with suspicion. Furthermore, teaching in a different way and with a different set of goals challenges teachers to clarify their own beliefs (Freire, 1970/2000). It is far easier and less threatening to conform to the status quo than to see and do things that are considered abnormal. Using what Steinberg and Kincheloe (2011) refer to as ‘unauthorised methods’ that go beyond using student-centred and metacognitive practices to ‘challenge the status quo to its very foundations’ (Fraser in Steinberg & Kincheloe, 2011, p. ii) is difficult. Steinberg and Kincheloe (2011) urge teachers to engage in  ‘more human ways of knowing’ (p. 3) and to ‘seek new ways of conceptualizing the world’ (p. 5). Steinberg and Kincheloe also argue that teachers need to 
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encourage students not to ‘surrender to the authorized arrangements as given realities’ (p. 6) but embrace their capacities to invent knowledge that resonates in their contexts and energises their practices. Such a challenge represents, according to these authors, a paradigmatic shift that is necessary if teachers are to conceive of education in ways that resonate with students and their futures. Doing things differently or, what Aittola, Koikkalainen and Sironen (1995) call, ‘confronting strangeness’ may feel threatening to many educators and the importance of solidarity with others and clarity of purpose is fundamental if change is to be affected. Similarly, Said’s words (cited in Ganguly & Curthoys, 2007) about the limits of professionalism have relevance, when he said of professionalism:  I mean thinking of your work as something you do for a living …. With one  eye on the clock and one eye cocked at what is considered to be proper,  professional behaviour – not rocking the boat, not straying outside the  accepted paradigms or limits (p. 41)  With these words of caution in mind, I now turn to some examples of a thick curriculum. I want to focus both on knowledge that is legitimated and the nature of the problems that are posed in the Australian Curriculum: History.  So far I have described how the content focus of the Australian Curriculum: History embraces national and international agendas that often exclude histories related to marginalised groups, including workers, women, ethnic minorities, and the diverse communities in which students are situated. While I acknowledge that at least some link to broader narratives is defensible, I take issue with the extent to which more localised narratives, or ‘funds of knowledge’ (González, Moll & Amanti, 2005), are given space as part of the national story. As Kincheloe (2007) reminds us, ‘we need to listen to marginalised groups … [as they are] such a rich social resource for any justice-related attempt to bring about social change’ (p. 17).  In the Australian Curriculum: History the importance of asking probing questions, of framing learning on real problems has been given only a tangential place.  Whereas each of the secondary year levels has several focus questions, 
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these are generally of the low order kind, requiring students to remember content – the who, what, when and where?  As Gilbert (2011) explains, ‘of the 15 questions in the secondary years, at least 11 are primarily or exclusively descriptive ... such questions do not engage students in authentic problem-solving decision-making or discussions of significance for the present or future’ (p. 252). This is what Giroux (cited in McLaren, 2003) describes as ‘the content-bound path of inquiry’ (p. 195) rather than an activist path of inquiry. 
 
Examples of a thick curriculum  
Legitimated knowledge and problem posing: Gallipoli and the ANZAC legend. Below are examples of how a thin curriculum might be re-constructed in a thicker way based on the principles of a critical pedagogy.  I have intentionally chosen a topic that is commonly taught in Australian schools (despite claims made by Minister Pyne in 2014b that it isn’t).  I do this because as the teacher/author ‘Rebecca’ in Pruyn (2013) notes, we need to:  turn hegemonic textbooks [and topics?] against themselves and valorise and incorporate cultural capital, histories and wisdom of our students into our curricula … we can offer students multiple perspectives via our curriculum content. (p. 9)   In the year 9 History curriculum, all students study World War I, and the ANZAC Gallipoli campaign is an important part of this depth study. What I suggest is that additional questions need to be posed in order to expose the underlying and contentious narratives that frame the stated focus questions used in this topic.  As Zinn has expressed it, ‘people are deceived by history …  not [by the] … lies … told, but that things are omitted … it made me always ask the question: what has been left out of this story?’ (Kreisler, 2001, no page).  In this instance, I want to consider what perspectives and whose stories have been omitted in this depth study. The topic could engage students in understanding what I claim are two alternative narratives, using a problem posing and potentially activist approach. In the first alternative curriculum described in Table 2, a reframing of the focus questions would engender very different perspectives about the Gallipoli 
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campaign, including how Australian leaders failed at a number of junctures to act in ways that protected its people and to act independently of Britain (despite its recent autonomous status as a nation, albeit still part of the Empire); and how the government essentially kowtowed to British interests and control. As Smith (1995) claims, in a history curriculum, there often exists a ‘mythical’ element to the national stories told. These stories may contain the skeletal outline of an historical event, but emerge in another form through ‘exaggeration, idealisation, distortion and allegory ... stories told, and widely believed, about the heroic past, which serve some collective need’ (p. 53).   Furthermore, a thick approach could incorporate an analysis of the demography of soldiers, their rights and their origins. For example, what could they have done to challenge decisions being made? The focus also could be on Indigenous soldiers’ input and subsequent treatment after the war. Links or parallels to more recent military history could also be made. While such questions may suggest that additional content is inserted, the intention is to shift the focus of the curriculum.  Furthermore, it should be acknowledged that, in the spirit of engagement with a thicker curriculum, these questions would be aligned and negotiated to suit specific student and school contexts.  In the second alternative version that is described in Table 2, students could critically and consciously use Web 2.0 technologies to link with Turkish students about what they learn and know about the war and the Gallipoli campaign.  As Walsh and Black (2011) claim, ‘[web 2.0 views] users as expressive beings … [who can] enable content to be created collaboratively and shared [using] a plethora of free web tools’ (p. 110). Such an approach to reframing this depth study would apply Postman’s (1985) idea of ‘information-action’ where students engage in informed and considered action as a result of their learning. Together, Australian and Turkish students could design memorials on the Gallipoli peninsula that feature questions about: who is being remembered? What is being remembered? Why? Intent of the memorial? Images? Who should make these decisions? Why?  Comparisons of monuments and discourses that are featured on the Gallipoli Peninsula could also be explored, including questions 
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that ask how the language of the memorial at ANZAC Cove might be different if placed on Australian soil. Following Postman’s (1992) notion of ‘technopoly’, reflective sessions regarding the use of ICTs, including access, limitations of language, the social implications of this kind of virtual engagement and negotiating different cultural contexts, could be featured. In addition, students could deconstruct and rewrite the ANZAC legend to include less of a focus on ‘bravery’ and a greater focus on peace and the stupidity of war.  Alternatively, conversations about why the Gallipoli campaign (as opposed to other campaigns) features so much in history texts and curriculum would provide a rich source of conversation and potential for critique.  A third approach could embrace Reynold’s (2013) thesis that as a nation, we have given insufficient attention to the ‘frontier wars’ that occurred in the Australian colonies in the nineteenth century. Our remembrance of military conflict has focused on international military engagements rather than violent conflicts that occurred in Australia.  Questions about why this has occurred, using the focus on the Gallipoli campaign as a case in point, could serve as a useful and thought-provoking catalyst for discussion and potential action. 
 
Table 2  Alternatives to the year 9 World War I depth unit Year 9 World War I  Focus questions  Australian Curriculum: History 
 
• Overview of causes of the war and why did men enlist to fight in the war? 
• Where did Australians fight and what was the nature of warfare during World War I, including the Gallipoli campaign?  
• What was the impact of World War I, with a particular emphasis on Australia (such as the use of propaganda to influence the civilian population, the changing role of women, the conscription debate)? 
• How is WWI commemorated, including debates about the nature and significance of the Anzac legend?    
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 Thick version of the curriculum #1 
 
• Who gained most from the efforts of Australian soldiers at Gallipoli? 
• Who lost most from the efforts of soldiers at Gallipoli? 
• What if the ANZACS retreated at Gallipoli?   Thick version of the curriculum #2 
 
• What do our textbooks say about the Turkish perspective of the invasion of the Gallipoli Peninsula? 
• To what extent does the Turkish perspective as described in our textbooks align with the perspectives provided through our interactions with Turkish people? Extent of difference in perspectives? Why?  
• From whose perspective should the ANZAC legend be re-written? What does this tell us about history?   Thick version of the curriculum #3  
 
• What wars have been fought in Australia? Why? 
• Why don’t we commemorate these wars? Should we? How? 
  
Australian Democracy: Change from below by the Australian Suffragettes This is an example of how change was initiated (but rarely celebrated in the curriculum) by the actions of ordinary people. This story and its notable dot point status in the Australian Curriculum: History (and omitted entirely from the Australian Curriculum: Civics and Citizenship) gives us a concrete example of how certain knowledge is legitimated and how other knowledge is excluded in curriculum.  This is not just about the exclusion of a gendered perspective, although that is foremost and obvious.  It is also not only about replacing one form of knowledge with another and ‘overcrowding’ the curriculum, nor about giving a space to an issue that might equally be given to the process of male suffrage.  As such it is not just about the provision of Parkes’ (2007) notion of a ‘counter collective memory’ (p. 10). More to the point, the story of women’s suffrage in Australia can provide additional insights about first, the type of representation that is given to particular and 
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marginalised narratives in the history curriculum. Second, such a topic can facilitiate discussions about the sources and enactment of social change, or in other words, the intent and enactment of activism.   The use of women’s suffrage as an example can emphasise the grassroots nature of much social change, recognise the collective power of ordinary people to challenge existing oppressions and obstacles, provide opportunities to understand the confrontations and enablers that had to be negotiated and addressed in the process, and provide a significant counter narrative. The story of women’s suffrage is about the defiance of women to be stereotyped. These women challenged the pervasive assumptions made about their place in the ‘natural’ order of things, particularly the assumptions that marginalised and oppressed them. Their stories provide a useful and poignant example of: the legitimation of particular areas of knowledge in the curriculum and the limited perspectives from which their stories are frequently written; the importance of connecting the marginalisation of historical agents with instances of marginalisation in students’ contexts; the bigger concepts that frame historical understandings; the critical place of a commitment to social justice and its links to a visionary, contextualised and activist curriculum. It is for these reasons that such a counter narrative has a real place in an Australian history curriculum. 
 
Table 3  Alternatives to the year 9 Making a nation depth study Year 9  Making a nation Focus questions  Australian Curriculum: History  What were some key events and ideas in the development of Australian self-government and democracy, including women's voting rights?    Thick version of the curriculum   • Why don’t we know the stories of the Australian suffragettes or even their names? 
• How did women mobilise others to fight for suffrage? 
• What can we learn from them about making          change in society? 
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• How can their stories be used as an example of making change in your/our world?   
Negotiated and situated stories Another, more generic example uses the experiences of students as the stimulus for an investigation. In this instance there is no relevant reference in the Australian Curriculum: History (although tangential references could be made to some depth studies in Year 10) to students’ lives.  In this instance, it behoves teachers to create opportunities for students to understand their links with the past - not just in terms of the bigger political issues of the day but also in terms of smaller incidents, issues and connections. In such a situation, curriculum content emerges from dialogue and negotiation. Sources of inspiration may emerge from questions such as: 
• What if there were no national borders? How might that affect who we are? 
•  Whatever happened to (insert ancestor) and how did events of the time affect their lives and my life? 
• How will history text books in the future write about youth in 2013? What stories would they use? 
• What are the six degrees of separation from me to -------- (eg, music icon/person from popular culture/sporting hero/historical figure/ancestor)?  Such wide, open questions may well generate negotiation and dialogue, which could foster considerable creativity and activism.  Such questions could also foster inquiry, engagement with appropriate historical skills and discourses and, most importantly, raise further questions that are often overlooked in the official curriculum.   
 
Conclusion In this chapter, I have provided a sense of curriculum possibility: to construct curriculum in ways that allow for greater interrogation of historical issues and themes that can contribute to a more democratic orientation to curriculum and 
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pedagogy.  In the framework of a thick curriculum that is inspired by critical pedagogy there is great potential to foster engagement and activism whilst ensuring a synergy with common understandings of the purposes of school history as disciplined inquiry.  That is, it is possible to burrow further into the content, be activist and more inclusive without compromising some of the key purposes of a curriculum in history; in fact, such an approach would enhance student engagement in the process.  The construction of curriculum in history can foster knowledge, skills and dispositions from an immersion in the discipline of history, and at the same time, feature a critical and activist disposition.   If the lens of criticality hovers over and interrogates the details of the Australian Curriculum: History then alternative insights and opportunities emerge. These are opportunities that do not contradict articulated and orthodox reasons for a history curriculum included in the rationale of the Australian Curriculum: History. However, the examples of content and focus questions in the middle secondary years in the Australian Curriculum: History belie the possibility for alternative constructions of curriculum and content.  In the depth studies in the secondary years, the focus questions and content rescribe what is legitimated knowledge.  These have been decided by others remote from the classroom and go only part of the way, and never quite far enough, in asking probing questions that require a deeper analysis to produce alternative interpretations and sources of knowledge.  More probing questions provide greater opportunities for understanding the sources and enactment of change for social good. Furthermore, such an approach can highlight that ‘ordinary others’ are both capable of engaging in issues and following an activist intent.  In the examples of a thick curriculum that I have suggested, additional probing questions and students’ critical use of Web 2.0 tools can also create spaces for different sorts of collaborative curriculum efforts that demonstrate that there needs to be a variety of voices from different directions, in order that sources of evidence, perspectives and narratives are scrutinised and assessed. In this chapter I have demonstrated that there is an alternative view of a history curriculum. The tenets of a critical pedagogy can be applied to create a 
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thick curriculum with design features that are characterised by deeper questioning and an interrogation of assumed perspectives. Such a curriculum should provide opportunities for teachers and students to carve a clearer, more intellectual and creative space in the curriculum.  In so doing, I have demonstrated that alternative visions of curriculum can be used to critique what has been taken for granted and to supply alternative and more agentic ways of constructing knowledge.   
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Conclusion 
 I began this thesis with simple questions: why is Australia implementing a national curriculum? and, why aren’t we really talking about it?  Through an autoethnographic approach, such questions led me to articulate my own professional history and tacit beliefs about effective curriculum and pedagogies, about what can work and what is possible in schools and classrooms. Applying the principles and perspectives of critical theory and critical pedagogy provided me with the conceptual tools to name those experiences and provided a theoretical framework to respond to the initial questions that I posed.  Critical theory and critical pedagogy allowed me, in Kincheloe’s (2008) words, to ‘see the world anew’ by reminding me that education is ‘not a neutral site’ (p. 2). Such a focus directed my gaze to pursue the sedimentary layers of meaning and alternative perspectives to account for the almost popular acceptance of the idea of an Australian Curriculum.  In this context, the value of critical theory, particularly Gramsci’s notion of hegemony, provided an important conceptual tool to understand how the Australian public has given its ‘consent’ to a national curriculum. I have argued that a neoliberal hegemony has seamlessly aligned the purposes of education, and its curriculum, with economic imperatives and the needs of the market and that such a perspective has been constructed as obvious and rational. In such a context, alternative ways of understanding education have been sidelined and those remote from schools and communities are increasingly being positioned to define and determine the purposes and possibilities of curriculum. As I have argued, the Australian Curriculum, despite being promoted as pragmatic and obvious is, in my analysis, ideological and partisan.  Critical pedagogy has provided the tools to understand curriculum as process rather than as product. A critical pedagogy insists that a normative position that focuses on the pursuit of democracy is essential to curriculum construction.  With a visionary objective to contribute to a more just and 
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equitable society, critical pedagogy broadens the purposes of a curriculum. It calls into question the epistemological base of curriculum knowledge and urges a more horizontal understanding of classroom interactions. Critical pedagogy acknowledges that curriculum construction requires fluidity and flexibility if it is to engage students and provide legitimate spaces for teachers and students to construct knowledge that respects their capacities, contexts and expertise.  Overall, I have argued that the lack of public debate not only about the introduction of the Australian Curriculum but also about the fundamentals of curriculum development have sidelined alternative ways of conceptualising the purposes of curriculum, its structure and its key features. The rhetoric associated with the introduction of the Australian Curriculum, its prescriptive approach to understanding curriculum, its heavy emphasis on content as the fundamental ingredient of what constitutes curriculum attest to its narrowness of vision, or what I call a ‘thin’ curriculum. More to the point, the use of top down decision-making on larger curriculum frameworks, has largely sidelined teachers, students and their local contexts from the process of serious curriculum decision-making. As I have argued in this thesis, curriculum design and construction are presented as unproblematic. Yet, curriculum development cannot be reduced to a pragmatic obviousness that is presented as self-explanatory or commonsensical, and in this sense, we need to be reminded of Apple’s (1990) words that curriculum ‘is not random’ (p. 63).  A narrowing of the possible has also been evident in the Australian Curriculum: History. As I have described, school history can claim to promote a range of important attributes and develop specific skills, yet it has been clear that over the past two decades there has been considerable government interest in the place of history in the curriculum and the type of historical knowledge that is inserted into the school curriculum. Politicians have increasingly shown considerable interest in school history and in influencing a particular version of history to be taught in schools.  This narrowing of what is considered to be ‘legitimate knowledge’ is indicative of the increasingly prescriptive approach to curriculum provision that is being promoted. As Freire noted, this is a situation 
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where there is ‘an absence of doubt’ surrounded by ‘circles of certainty’ (Freire, 1970/2000, p. 38-9).   A lack of acknowledgement of alternative forms of curriculum construction, such as that featured in a thick curriculum is evident.  As this thesis has shown, I believe that there are viable, rigorous and more inclusive possibilities in a history curriculum. The three examples of a thick curriculum in history used in this thesis indicate that not only are alternative constructions of curriculum possible but they can be incorporated without compromising common understandings about purposes of history in schools and can include a greater emphasis on local contexts and the possibilities of activism by ‘ordinary people’.   
Implications It is apparent that at a most basic level the introduction of the Australian Curriculum will have a considerable effect on what knowledge is taught and how it is taught, the nature of teachers’ work and the place of students in the teaching and learning process.  As this thesis has shown, when those who have commandeered curriculum design are remote from the site of teaching and learning, then it behoves teachers to collectively consider the ways in which they can retain their autonomy over the key aspects of their work and to continually ask questions about their content and pedagogy.  Such action is imperative because the professionalism of teaching is at stake. I worry that there will be even greater relinquishment of control over teachers’ work in future if formal national testing of students’ knowledge of the Australian Curriculum is administered.  Should that occur, then the need for teachers to recognise their expertise, to assert their creative and intellectual capacities and to carve a clear place for making curriculum decisions that are relevant to their local contexts and the students they teach will be crucial. It is imperative to reassert that teaching and learning is more than galloping though the content in preparation for tests, especially for those students already alienated and marginalised by schooling. It is important that the process of curriculum construction and organisation and the work of teachers is not trivialised or dismissed. It is important that creative and inclusive pedagogies are not sacrificed in the process of ‘getting through’ content.  
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 An important outcome of this thesis is the hope that it will spark more extensive debate about the Australian national curriculum and the ramifications of the decisions that have been made about it.  We need to be reminded of the Amandas, Melissas and the Jasons whom I taught at Satellite High School - and the Taylors, Chelseas and the Braydens who now sit in our classrooms today. We need to ask what kind of impact the Australian Curriculum (History) will have on them and whether that is what we want.   
  
APPENDICES  
  
Appendix 1 
Structure of the Foundation to Year 10 Australian Curriculum 
http://www.acara.edu.au/information_materials.html 
 The Australian Curriculum sets out what all young Australians are to be taught, and the expected standards of achievement as they progress through schooling. The overall structure of the curriculum is consistent across learning areas and includes the following elements:   
•  A rationale that explains the place and purpose of the learning area in the school curriculum   
•  Aims that identify the major learning that students will be able to demonstrate as a result of learning from the curriculum   
•  An organization section that provides an overview of how the curriculum in the learning area will be organised from Foundation to Year 12   
•  Content descriptions that specify what teachers are expected to teach. These are accompanied by elaborations that illustrate the content descriptions   
•  Achievement standards that describe what students are typically able to understand and able to do, and which are accompanied by work samples that illustrate the achievement standards through annotated student work   
•   General capabilities that describe a set of knowledge, skills, behaviours and 
dispositions that can be developed and applied across subject-based content (including 
literacy, numeracy, information and communication technology (ICT) capability, critical 
and creative thinking, personal and social capability, ethical understanding, intercultural 
understanding) 
  
 
  
 
• Cross-curriculum priorities that ensure the Australian Curriculum is relevant to the lives of students and addresses the contemporary issues they face (including Sustainability, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander histories and cultures and Asia and Australia’s engagement with Asia).   On the website, the ‘organisation’ tab under each learning area provides further information on the structure including a description of strands and sub- strands, achievement standards, language modes and glossary (as well as the overview and depth studies in the secondary years).  The content descriptions specify what teachers are expected to teach. They include the knowledge, skills and understanding for each learning area as students progress through schooling. The content descriptions provide a well-researched scope and sequence of teaching, within which teachers determine how best  to cater for individual students’ learning needs and interests. Examples that illustrate content descriptions can be found in elaborations. These assist teachers in developing a common understanding of content descriptions.  
 An achievement standard describes what students are typically able to understand and able to do as they progress through schooling. An achievement standard comprises a written description with illustrative student work samples.  The sequence of achievement standards across the Foundation to Year 10 Australian Curriculum describes and illustrates progress in the learning area. This assists teachers to plan for and monitor learning and to make judgments about their teaching to support student learning. The achievement standards can support formative and summative assessment practices and provide a basis for consistency of assessment and reporting.  
  
Appendix 2 
 
Organisation of content and skills in the 
Australian Curriculum: History 
 
 
 
 
  
  
 K Personal & family stories 7 Depth Study 1: What is history? Overview: What was the Ancient world? Depth Study 2: The Ancient world: Egypt OR Greece OR Rome Depth Study 3: The Ancient world: China OR India OR Australasia Depth Study 4: The Ancient world- a school developed study  1 Present and past 8  Overview: The Medieval World Depth Study 1: Medieval Europe Depth Study 2: Asian societies Depth Study 3: Expanding horizons Depth Study 4: Medieval world – a school developed study  2 Heritage 9 Overview of the Making of the modern world and Australia Depth Study 1: Technology, progress & social change Depth Study 2: Asia and the Pacific world Depth Study 3: The making of an Australian nation Depth Study 4: The making of the modern world & Australia – a school developed study  3 Our community We remember 10 Overview: Australia in the modern world Depth Study 1: The Great War and its aftermath Depth Study 2: Struggles for freedom and rights Depth Study 3: Social and cultural influences  4 First Australians Early contacts   Australian Curriculum: History KNOWLEDGE & UNDERSTANDINGS 
K-10 5 Colonial lives Stories of nationhood  6 Australia, the British Empire & Asia New Australians  
  
SKILLS K-10 
HISTORICAL SKILLS K, Year 1 &Year 2 
Historical questions & research 
 
• Ask & answer questions about the past using sources provided  
Analysis & use of sources • Explore & engage with a variety of sources about the past 
• Identify and compare features of objects from the present and the past  
Comprehension & 
communication 
 
• Order familiar objects & events in a time sequence 
• Use language to describe the passing of time 
• Describe an event or place & retell a narrative from the past 
• Use a range of communication forms & technologies   
SKILLS Year 3 & Year 4 Year 5 & Year 6 
 
Historical 
questions & 
research 
 
• Pose a range of questions about the past 
• Locate relevant historical information from sources provided 
• Identify traces of the past in the present  
• Develop questions about the past to inform an inquiry 
• Identify relevant historical sources ad locate information related to the questions 
• Identify a variety of primary & secondary sources  
 
Analysis & use of 
sources 
 
• Compare aspects of the past with the present, using sources provided  • Locate & record historical information from a variety of sources • Compare key ideas & information in a range of sources  
 
Perspectives & 
interpretation 
 
• Identify different points of view 
• Identify different points of view • Identify points of view, perspectives, values& attitudes in historical sources 
• Identify points of view, perspectives, values& attitudes in historical sources 
 
Comprehension 
& 
communication 
 
• Sequence historical people and events 
• Use historical terms 
• Develop historical texts, especially narratives 
• Use a range of communication forms and technologies 
• Sequence historical events 
• Use historical terms & concepts 
• Develop historical texts, especially narratives & descriptions, which incorporate evidence 
• Use a range of communication forms & technologies 
  
 
SKILLS Year 7 & Year 8 Year 9 & Year 10 
 
Historical 
questions & 
research 
 
• Formulate inquiry questions & plan an inquiry 
• Identify & locate relevant historical sources & information using ICT & other methods  
• Formulate & modify inquiry questions & plan an inquiry 
• Identify & locate relevant historical sources & information using ICT & other methods 
• Formulate & modify inquiry questions & plan an inquiry 
• Identify & locate relevant historical sources & information using ICT & other methods 
 
Analysis & use 
of sources 
 
• Identify the origin & purpose of historical sources 
• Locate, select & organise historical information from a variety of sources 
• Draw conclusions about the usefulness of sources 
• Distinguish between fact and opinion  
• Identify the origin, purpose & context of historical sources 
• Process & synthesise historical information from a variety of sources, including historical data 
• Draw conclusions about the reliability and usefulness of sources  
 
Perspectives & 
interpretation 
 
• Identify & describe points of view, perspectives, values & attitudes in historical sources 
• Identify & explain the perspectives of different individuals and groups  
• Identify & analyse the different actions, motives, values & attitudes of people from the past 
• Identify & account for differing perspectives & historical interpretations  
 
Comprehension  
&  
communication 
 
• Sequence historical events & periods within history 
• Use historical terms & concepts 
• Develop historical texts, particularly descriptions & explanations, which use evidence 
• Use a range of communication forms and technologies  
• Sequence events chronologically to demonstrate the relationship between events in different periods and places 
• Use historical terms & concepts 
• Explain change & continuity over time with reference to the actions, motives, values and attitudes of individuals & groups 
• Develop historical texts, particularly explanations & discussions (incorporating historical argument) which use evidence from a range of sources 
• Select and use a range of communication forms & technologies 
 
 
  
Bibliography  Ahonen, S. (2001). Politics of identity through history curriculum: narratives of  the past for social exclusion or inclusion? Journal of Curriculum Studies,    Vol 33(2), pp. 179-194. Accessed 14 March 2012. http://www.tandfonline.com/toc/tcus20/33/2#.UtzGSI2woXo     doi: 10.1080/00220270010011202.   Aittola, T., Koikkalainen, R. & Sironen, E. (1995). Confronting strangeness: towards 
 a reflexive modernisation of the school. Jyvaskyla: University of Jyvaskyla.  Aldrich, R. (1989). Class and gender in the study and teaching of history in  England in the twentieth century. Historical Studies in Education, Vol 1(1), Spring, pp. 119-135.  Anderson, L. (2006). Analytic Autoethnography. Journal of Contemporary 
 Ethnography, Vol 35(4), August, pp. 373-395. Accessed 11 July 2013.  http://jce.sagepub.com/content/35/4/373.full.pdf+html  Arnove, A. (Ed.) (2012). Howard Zinn speaks: Collected speeches 1963-2009.  Chicago: Haymarket Books.  Appadurai, A. (1990). Disjuncture and difference in the global cultural economy.  Theory, Culture and Society, 7, pp. 295-310. Accessed 10 April 2011.  http://tcs.sagepub.com/content/7/2.toc doi: 10.11777/026327690007002107.  Apple, M. & Beane, J. (1999). Democratic schools: Lessons from the chalkface.  Buckingham: Open University Press.  Apple, M. (1979). Ideology and curriculum. London: Routledge.  Apple, M. (1990). Ideology and curriculum. (2nd Ed.). New York: Routledge.  Apple, M. (1995). Education and Power. New York: Routledge.    Apple, M. (1996). Cultural politics and education. New York: Teachers’ College  Press.  Apple, M. (2000). Between neo-liberalism and neo-conservatism: education and conservatism in a global context. Burbules, N. C. & Torres, C. A. (Eds.) (2000). 
Globalisation and Education: Critical Perspectives. New York: Routledge, pp. 57-78.  Apple, M. (2000b). Can critical pedagogies interrupt rightist policies? Educational 
Theory, Vol 50(2), Spring, pp. 229-254. 
  
  Apple, M., Kenway, J., & Singh, M. (Eds.) (2005). Globalizing education: Policies, 
 pedagogies & politics. New York: Peter Lang.   Apple, M. (2006). Educating the ‘Right’ Way: Markets, standards, God and 
 inequality (2nd ed.). New York: Routledge.    Apple, M. & Buras, K. (Eds.) (2006). The subalterns speak: Curriculum, power and 
 educational struggles. New York: Routledge.   Apple M. (2009). On being a scholar/activist in education. Short, E.C. & Waks, L. J.  (Eds.) Leaders in Curriculum Studies: Intellectual Self-Portraits. Rotterdam:  Sense Publishers, pp. 1-13.  Arnove, A. (Ed.) (2012). Howard Zinn speaks: Collected speeches 1963-2009.  Chicago: Haymarket Books.  Atkinson, P. (2006). Rescuing Autoethnography. Journal of Contemporary  
Ethnography, Vol 35(4), August, pp. 400-404.  Atweh, B. & Goos, M. (2011).  The Australian mathematics curriculum:  A move  forward or back to the future?  Australian Journal of Education, Vol 55(3),  pp. 214-228.  Au, W. (2010) Defending dialectics: rethinking the neo-Marxist turn in critical  educational theory. Macrine, S., McLaren, P. & Hill, D. (Eds.) (2010).  Revolutionary pedagogy: Education for social justice within and beyond  neo-
liberalism. New York: Palgrave MacMillan, pp. 145-166.   Australian Association of Teachers of English (AATE), Australian Association of  Mathematics Teachers (AAMT), Australian Science Teachers Association  (ASTA), History Teachers Association of Australia (HTAA) 2008.  ‘Educating teachers … educating young Australians for the 21st century’.  Joint statement on national curriculum development. 17 June.     Accessed 18 April 2011.   http://www.aamt.edu.au/content/download/.../statement%2017%20Ju ne.doc  Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (2010). The Shape 
 of the Australian Curriculum version 2.0.  Accessed 18 April 2011.   http://www.acara.edu.au/  Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (2009). The 
 Australian Curriculum: History.  Accessed May 2012.  http://www.australiancurriculum.edu.au/history 
  
 Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (2013). Student 
Diversity and the Australian Curriculum: Advice for Principals, Schools and 
Teachers. Accessed 10 Dec 2013.  http://www.australiancurriculum.edu.au  Australian Curriculum Studies Association (2010) Letter to the Secretariat of the ACC. 22 October. Accessed 11 June 2011. http://www.acsa.edu.au/acsa_repsonse.pdf.  Australian Department of Education and Workplace Relations (DEWR) (2008). 
Quality Education: The case for an Education Revolution in our Schools. 27 August. Canberra: Commonwealth of Australia.   Australian Education Council (1992). Key competencies: report of the committee 
 to advise the Australian Education Council and Ministers of Vocational 
 Education, Employment and Training on employment related key 
 competencies for postcompulsory education and training (The Mayer  Report). AGPS. Accessed 13 Jan 2014.   http://www.emeraldinsight.com/Insight/ViewContentServlet?Filename= /published/emeraldfulltextarticle/pdf/0410180107_ref.html    Australian Education Union (2010). Submission to the K-10 National Curriculum  Consultation. Accessed 12 April 2011.   http://www.aeufederal.org.au/Publications/Papers/Papers&Submission index.html#2010    Australian Primary Principals Association (2010). Endorsement of Australian  National Curriculum Welcomed by Principals. Media release. 8 December  2010. Accessed 12 April 2011.   http://www.appa.asn.au/index.php/appa-business/news-items/1171    Australian Secondary Principals Association (2010). Response to the draft K-10  Australian Curriculum.  Accessed 12 April 2011.  http://www.aspa.asn.au/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&i d=372:aspas-response-to-the-draft-k-10-australian- curriculum&catid=1:latest-news&Itemid=59    Ball, S. & Goodson, I. (Eds.) (1985). Teachers’ lives and careers. London: Falmer.  Ball, S. (1993). Education, majorism and ‘the curriculum of the dead’. Curriculum 
 Studies, Vol 1(2), pp. 195–214.   Ball, S. (1994). Education reform: a critical and post-structuralist approach.  Buckingham: Open University Press.  
  
Ball, S. (2005). Education policy and social class. London: Routledge.  Ball S. (2008). The education debate: Policy and politics in the 21st century. Bristol:  Policy Press.  Barber, B. (2004). Strong democracy: Participatory politics for a New Age, Twentieth anniversary revision. Berkeley: University of California Press.  Beden, S. (2014). ‘The wrong men behind curriculum review’ The Age, 14  January 2014. Accessed 16 Jan 2014.  http://www.theage.com.au/comment/-30qmc.html  Berger, S. (2007). History and national identity: Why they should remain  divorced. Accessed 1 July 2011.  http://www.historyandpolicy.org/papers/policy-paper-66.html.    Bernstein, B. (1973). Class Codes and Control, Vol I. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul.  Beyer L. & Apple, M. (Eds.) (1998). The curriculum: Problems, politics and
 possibilities (2nd Ed.). Albany: State University of New York.   Bigelow, W. (1990). Inside the classroom: Social vision and critical pedagogy. 
Teachers College Record, Vol 91(3), pp. 437-448. Accessed 14 Jan 2014.  http://www.tcrecord.org/library ID Number: 397  Bigelow, B. (2008). A People’s History for the Classroom: The Zinn Education Project. Milwaukee: Rethinking Schools.  Bigelow, B. (2010). ‘Honouring Howard Zinn’. Accessed 16 Oct 2013 http://www.rethinkingschools.org/archive/24_03/24_03_zinn.shtml  Bishop, J. (2006). Forgetting our past, failing our future: The teaching of  Australian history. Minister Bishop’s Address to the History Summit Dinner, 16 August 2006. Accessed 28 Nov 2013.  http://www.dest.gov.au/ministers/media/bishop/2006/08/b001170806.asp  Bochner, A. (2000). Criteria against ourselves. Qualitative Inquiry, Vol 6(2), pp.  266-272.  Boggs, C. (1976). Gramsci’s Marxism. London: Pluto Press.  Boomer. G. (Ed.) (1982). Negotiating the curriculum: A teacher-student partnership. Sydney: Ashton Scholastic.  
  
Boomer, G., Lester, N., Onore, C. & Cook, J. (Eds.) (1992). Negotiating the Curriculum: 
Education for the 21st century. London: The Falmer Press.  Bracey, P., Gove-Humphries, A. & Jackson, D. (2011). Teaching diversity in the history classroom. Davies, I. (Ed.) Debates in History Teaching. London: Routledge, pp. 172-185.  Brady, L. & Kennedy, K. (2003). Curriculum Construction. French’s Forest:  Pearson Education.  Brennan, M. (2011). National curriculum: A political-educational tangle.   Australian Journal of Education, Vol 55(3), pp. 259-280.  Britzman, D. (1986). Cultural myths in the making of a teacher: Biography and  social structure in teacher education. Harvard Educational Review. 56,  November, pp. 442-456.  Brodhagen, B. (1999). The situation made us special. Apple, M. & Beane, J. (Eds.)   Democratic schools: Lessons from the chalkface. Buckingham: Open  University Press, pp. 98-117.  Brookfield, S. (1995). Becoming a Critically Reflective Teacher. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.  Brookfield, S. (1998). Critically reflective practice.  Journal of Continuing 
 Education in the Health Professions, Vol 18(4), Fall, pp. 197-205.   Accessed 11 Aug 2013.   http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/chp.v18:4/issuetoc  Brookfield, S. D. (2005). The Power of Critical theory for Adult Learning and 
 Teaching. New York: Open University Press.  Brookfield, S.D. (2009). The concept of critical reflection: Promises and  contradictions. European Journal of Social Work, Vol 12(3), pp. 293-304. Accessed 11 Aug 2013. http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/13691450902945215#.UtzKko2woXo  Burbules, N. C. & Torres, C. A. (Eds.) (2000). Globalisation and Education:
 Critical Perspectives. New York: Routledge.  Buzard, J. (2003). On Auto-Ethnography Authority. Yale Journal of Criticism, Vol  16(1),  Spring, pp. 61-91. Accessed 11 Aug 2013.  http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/yale_journal_of_criticism/toc/yale16.1.html  
  
Carlson, D. (2006). Are we making progress?  Ideology and Curriculum in the age  of no child left behind. Weis, L., McCarthy, C. & Dimitriadis, G. (Eds.) (2006). 
Ideology, curriculum and the new sociology of education: Revisiting the work of 
Michael Apple. New York: Routledge.  Carr, E.H. (1961). What is History? New York: Vintage Books.  Carr, P. (2008). Educators and education for democracy: Moving beyond ‘thin’ democracy. Interamerican Journal of Education for Democracy, Vol 1(2), pp. 147–165. Accessed 12 April 2012.  http://www.scholarworks.iu.edu/journals/index.php.ried.issue/view/12  Carr, W. & Kemmis, S. (1986). Becoming Critical: Education, knowledge and action 
 research. Lewes: Falmer Press.  Carter, D.J., Ditchburn, G. & Bennett, G. (2005). Implementing the Discovering Democracy school materials project in Western Australia: A Question of Fit. Marsh C. (Ed.) Curriculum Controversies: Point and Counterpoint 1980-2005, Deakin West ACT: Australian Curriculum Studies Association, pp. 215-220.   Cary, L. J. (2003). In between curriculum spaces: the effects of power in a post  9/11 world. Journal of Curriculum Theorising, Vol 19(3), Fall, pp. 85-95.  Accessed 12 April 2012.  www.jctonline/journal/  Chang, H. (2007). Autoethnography: Raising Cultural Consciousness of Self and  Others. Walford, G. (Ed.) Methodological Developments in Ethnography 
 (Studies in Educational Ethnography, Volume 12), Emerald Group  Publishing Limited, pp. 207-221.  Chapman, A. (2011). Historical interpretations. Davies, I. (Ed.) (2011). Debates in History 
Teaching. London: Routledge, pp. 96-108.  Cherryholmes, C. (1985). Language and discourse in social studies education. Social 
 Education, Vol 49(5), pp. 395-399.  Choules, K. & Down, B. (2006). Citizenship Education and the Globally Engaged Curriculum. Presentation, Social Education Association of Australia Conference, Australia, 2006. Accessed 11 Aug 2013. http://dro.deakin.edu.au/view/DU:30014805  Civics Expert Group (CEG) (1994). Whereas the people … Civics and citizenship 
education. Canberra: AGPS.  
  
Clandinin, F.M. & Connelly, D.J. (1986). On narrative method, personal  philosophy and narrative unities, Journal of Research in Science Teaching, Vol 23(4), April, pp. 293-310. Accessed 11 August 2013.  onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/tea.v23:4/issuetoc  Clandinin, F.M. & Connelly, D.J. (1996). Teachers’ Professional Landscapes:  Teacher Stories - Stories of Teachers - School Stories - Stories of Schools.  Educational Researcher, Vol 25(3), April, pp. 24-30. Accessed 11 August 2013. edr.sagepub.com/content/25/3  Clark, A. (2008). A comparative study of history teaching in Australia and Canada: 
Final Report. Clayton: Monash University.  Clark, A. (2010). Politicians using history. Australian Journal of Politics and History, Vol 56(1), pp. 119-130. Accessed 1 Dec 2013. onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/ajph.2010.56.issue-1/issuetoc  Clough, P. (1997). Autotelecommuncation and autoethnography: A reading of Carolyn Ellis’s final Negotiations. The Sociological Quarterly, Vol 38(1), January, pp. 95-110. Accessed 11 Aug 2013.  http://www.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/tsq.1997.38.issue-1/issuetoc  Cole, P. (2008) Stimulus paper: Aligning curriculum with the goals of Schooling.  Curriculum Standing Committee of National Educational Professional Associations (CSCNEPA) (2008). October.  Accessed 17 Sept 2012. http://www.acsa.edu.au   Common, D. (1994). Conversation as a pedagogy of reform for public education. 
Journal of General Education, Vol 43(4), pp. 241-272. Accessed 11 April 2012. www.jstor.org/stable/i2779229  Commonwealth of Australia (1973). Schools in Australia: Report of the Interim  
Committee for the Australian Schools Commission (Karmel Report).  Canberra: AGPS.  Commonwealth of Australia (1991). Young people’s participation in 
 postcompulsory education and training: Report of the Australian 
 Education Council Review Committee (Finn Report). Canberra: AGPS.   Connell, R.W., Ashenden, D.J., Kessler, S., Dowsett, G.W. (1982). Making a 
 difference: Schools, families and social division. North Sydney: Allen &  Unwin.  Connell, R. (1998). Social change and curriculum futures. Change: Transformations in 
Education, Vol 1(1), May, pp. 84-90.  
  
Connell, R. W. (2009). Fixing disadvantage in education. Education Services Australia. Autumn 2009. Accessed 26 March 2011.   http://www.eqa.edu.au/site/fixingdisadvantage.html     Curriculum Branch (1985). Education for Girls: Report. Melbourne: Victorian  Department of Education.  Curriculum Council (1998). Curriculum Framework for kindergarten to year 12 
education in Western Australia. Osborne Park WA: Curriculum Council.   Currie, J., Fisher, D., Newson, J. and Vidovich, L. (1996). Political economy of  Australian and Canadian higher education. Different Approaches: Theory 
 and Practice in Higher Education. Proceedings HERDSA Conference 1996.  Perth, Western Australia, 8-12 July. Accessed 2 May 2011. http://www.herdsa.org.au/confs/1996/currie1.html  Curthoys, A. (2006). History in the Howard era. Talk to Professional Historians  Association, Sydney, 19 July 2006. Accessed 23 Nov 2013.  www.phansw.org.au 
 Darder, A., Baltodano, M. & Torres, R. (Eds.) (2003). The critical pedagogy reader.  New York: Routledge/Falmer.  Dawkins, P. (Chair) (2007). The future of schooling in Australia: A report by the 
 states and territories. Federalist paper 2. Canberra: Commonwealth of  Australia.  Delamont, S (2007). Arguments against autoethnography. Paper presented at  the British Educational Research Association Annual Conference, Institute  of Education, University of London, 5-8 September. Accessed 11 July 2013.  http://www.leeds.ac.uk/educol/documents/168227.htm  de Lissovoy, N. (2010). Staging the crisis: Teaching, capital and the politics of the  subject. Curriculum Inquiry, Vol 40(3), pp. 418-435. Accessed 26 May 2011. http://www3.interscience.wiey.com/cgibin/fullext/123475645/HTMLST ART  Denzin, N. (2000). Aesthetics and Qualitative Inquiry. Qualitative Inquiry, Vol  6(2), June, pp. 256-265. Accessed 11 August 2013.  http://www.qix.sagepub.com/content/6/2.toc  Dewey, J. (1938/1997). Democracy and Education. New York: Touchstone.  
  
Ditchburn, G. (2012a). The national Australian curriculum:  In whose interests?  Asia Pacific Journal of Education, Vol 32(3), pp. 259-269.    www.tandfonline.com/toc/cape20/32/3#.Ut4tgHCwr9A  Ditchburn, G. (2012b). The Australian curriculum:  Finding the hidden narrative?  
Critical Studies in Education, Vol 53(3), pp. 347-360.   www.tandfonline.com/toc/rcse20/53/3#.Ut4uOnCwr9A  Ditchburn, G. (2013). The Australian Curriculum: History - the challenges of a  thin curriculum? Discourse: Studies in the cultural politics of education.  doi: 10.1080/01596306.2013.829659 (Hard copy release: May 2015)  Doherty, C. (2008). Re-imagining and re-imaging the nation through the history 
 curriculum. Refereed paper presented in symposium at Australian  Association for Research in Education (AARE) Conference, Brisbane,  30 Nov-4 Dec. Accessed 5 Oct 2013.   http://eprints.qut.edu.au/view/person/Doherty,_Catherine.html  Down, B., Ditchburn, G. & Lee, L., (2008). Teachers’ ideological discourses in citizenship education, Curriculum Perspectives, Vol 28(3), September, pp.1-12.  Down, B. (2009). Schooling, productivity and the enterprising self: beyond  market values. Smyth J. (Ed.) (2009). Special Issue: Critical Engagement in  Contexts of Disadvantage. Critical Studies in Education, Vol 50(1),  February, pp. 51-64. Accessed 5 May 2011.  www.tandfonline.com/toc/rcse20/50/1#.Ut4xnHCwr9A  Drummond, A. (2012).  The Australian Curriculum: excellence or equity? A rural  perspective.  Australian and International Journal of Rural Education, Vol  22(3),  pp. 73-85. Accessed 11 Aug 2013. http://search.informit.com.au/browsePublication;py=2012;vol=22;res=IELHSS;issn=1839-7387;iss=3  Dubnick, M. (2003). Accountability through thick and thin: Preliminary explorations. Working paper. Institute of Governance, Public policy and Social Research, Queens University, Belfast. Accessed 23 Aug 2012. http://www.scholarworks.iu.edu/journals/indes.php/ried/article/ download/…/215  
  
Dyson, M. (2007). My story in a profession of stories: Autoethnography and  empowering methodology for educators. Australian Journal of Teacher 
 Education, Vol 32(1), Art. 3,  pp. 36-48. Accessed 12 August 2013.  www.ro.ecu.edu.au/ajte/vol32/iss1/  Eisner, E. (1985/1994). The education imagination: On design and evaluation of
 school  programs. (3rd Ed.) New York: Macmillan Publishing.  Eisner, E. (1992). Curriculum Ideologies. Jackson, P. W. (Ed.) (1992). Handbook of 
 Research on Curriculum: A project of the American Educational Research 
 Association. New York: Macmillan, pp. 302-326.  Ellingson, L. & Ellis, C. (2008). Autoethnography as a constructionist project.  Holstein, J. A. & Gubrium, J. F. (Eds.) (2008). Handbook of constructionist 
research. New York: Guilford Press, pp. 445-466.  Ellis, C. (2004). The Ethnographic I: A methodological novel about 
 autoethnography. Walnut Creek: AltaMira Press.  Ellis, C, Adams, T. & Bochner, A. (2010). Autoethnography: An Overview [40  paragraphs].  Forum: Qualitative Social Research, Vol 12(1) Art. 10. Accessed 13 Aug 2013.  http://nbn-resolving.de/urn.nbn.de.0114_fqs1101108  Ellsworth, E. (1989). Why doesn’t this feel empowering? Working through the  repressive myths of critical pedagogy. Harvard Education Review, Vol  59(3), Fall, pp. 297-325. Accessed 20 Aug 2013.  www.hepg.org/her/issue/106  Elmore, R. & Sykes, G. (1992). Curriculum Policy.  Jackson, P. W. (Ed.) (1992). 
Handbook of research on curriculum: A project of the American Educational 
Research Association. New York; Macmillan, pp. 185-215.  Ewing, R. (2012).  Competing issues in Australian primary curriculum: Learning  from international experiences.  Education 3-13: International Journal of 
 Primary, Elementary and Early Years Education, Vol 401(1), pp. 97-111.  Accessed 5 Nov 2013.
 http://www.tandfonline.com/toc/rett20/40/1#.UtzPoI2woXo  Farahmandpur, R. (2004). A Marxist critique of Michael Apple’s neo-Marxist approach to Educational Reform. The Journal for Critical Education Policy 
Studies. Vol 2(1), March, pp. 95-139. Accessed 11 May 2011.  http://www.jceps.com/index.php?pageID=home&issueID=3  
  
Fenwick, L. (2012).  Limiting opportunities to learn in upper-secondary  schooling: Differentiation and performance assessment in the context of  standards-based curriculum reform.  Curriculum Inquiry, Vol 42(5), Dec, pp. 629-651. Accessed 11 July 2013.  www.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/curi.2012.42.issue-5/issuetoc  Fenwick, L. & Cooper, M. (2012).  Prevailing pedagogies for classes in low SES  contexts and the implication for standards-based reform in Australia.  The 
Australian Educational Researcher, Vol 39(3), pp. 349-361.   Accessed 11 July 2013. http://link.springer.com/journal/13384/39/3  Foucault, M. (1975). Discipline and punish: The birth of the prison. London:  Penguin.  Freire, P. (1970/2000). Pedagogy of the Oppressed. New York: Continuum.  Freire, P. (1998). Pedagogy of freedom: Ethics, democracy and civic courage.  Maryland: Rowman & Littlefield.  Gale, T. C. (1994). Beyond caricature: exploring theories of educational policy  production and implementation. Australian Educational Researcher, Vol 21(2), pp. 1-12. Accessed 5 May 2011. http://link.springer.com/journal/13384/21/2  Gandin, L., & Apple, M. (2002). Thin versus thick democracy in education: Porto Alegre and the creation of alternatives to neo-liberalism. International 
Studies in the Sociology of Education, Vol 12(2), pp. 99–116. Accessed 2 Feb 2012.  http://www.tandfonline.com/toc/riss20/12/2#.UtzSHo2woXo  Gandin, L. A. (2006). Situating education: Michael Apple’s scholarship and political commitment in the Brazilian context. Weis, L., McCarthy, C. and Dimitriadis, G. (Eds.) (2006). Ideology, curriculum and the new sociology of
 education: revisiting the work of Michael Apple. New York: Routledge.  Ganguly D. and Curthoys, N. (Eds.) (2007). The legacy of the public intellectual. Carlton: Melbourne University Press.  Geertz, C. (1973). Thick description: Toward an interpretive theory of culture.  Geertz, C. (1973). The interpretation of cultures: Selected essays (pp. 3–30). New York: Basic Books.   
  
Geertz, C. (1988). Works and lives: the anthropologist as author. Stanford: Stanford Univ Press.  Gilbert, R. (2011).  Can history succeed at school?  Problems of knowledge in the  Australian History curriculum.  Australian Journal of Education, Vol 55(3), pp. 245-258. Accessed 1 Dec 2013. http://aed.sagepub.com/content/55/3/245.full.pdf+html  Gilbert. R. (2012). Schisms, skills and schooling - the challenges of general  capabilities. Curriculum Perspectives, Vol 32(1), April, pp. 57-59.  Gilbert, R. & Hoepper, B. (Eds.) (2014). Teaching humanities and social sciences: 
 History, Geography Economics & Citizenship in the Australian Curriculum. (5th Ed.) South Melbourne: Cengage.  Gillard, J. (2008). A new progressive reform agenda for Australian Schools. The Fraser Lecture. Canberra, 28 May 2008.  Accessed 2 April 2011. http://www.deewr.gov.au/Ministers/Gillard/Speeches/Pages/Article_08 1010_115404.aspx  Gillard, J. (2013). Julia Gillard gives first speech after losing leadership. Accessed  13 Jan 2014.  http://www.abc.net.au/7.30/content/2013/s3790474.htm  Giroux, H. (1981). Ideology, culture and the process of schooling. Philadelphia:  Temple University Press.  Giroux, H. (1985). Intellectual labor and pedagogical work: Rethinking the role of the teacher as intellectual. Phenomenology and Pedagogy, Vol 3(1), pp. 20- 32. Accessed 10 Jan 2014.  http://ejournals.library.ualberta.ca/index.php/pandp/issue/view/1047  Giroux, H. (1997). Pedagogy and the politics of hope: Theory, culture, and 
 schooling: A critical reader. Boulder: Westview Press.  Giroux, H. (2003). Interview with Henri Giroux. Accessed 18 Sept 2013. http://www.globaleducationmagazine.com/critical-interview-henry- giroux/  Giroux, H. (2004). Neoliberalism and the demise of democracy: resurrecting hope in dark times. Aug 7. Accessed 17 March 2012.  http://www.dissidentvoice.org/Aug04/Giroux0807.htm   
  
Giroux, H. (2006) America on the edge: Henry Giroux on politics, culture and 
education. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.  Giroux, H. (2007). Democracy, Education and the Politics of Critical Pedagogy.              McLaren, P. & Kincheloe, J. (Eds.) (2007). Critical pedagogy: Where are we       
now? New York: Peter Lang.  Giroux, H. (2008). Henry Giroux: Rethinking the promise of critical education.  Interview with Chronis Polychroniou. Accessed 18 Sept 2013.  http://www.truth-out.org/archive/item/81318:henry-giroux- rethinking-the-promise-of-critical education.  Giroux, H. (2010) In defense of public school teachers in a time of crisis. Accessed 7 Sept 2010.   http://www.truth-out.org/in-defense-public-school-teachers-a-time-crisis58567   Gitlin, A. (2006). (Re)visioning knowledge, politics and change: Educational  poetics. Weis, L., McCarthy, C. & Dimitriadis, G. (Eds.) (2006). Ideology, 
 curriculum and the new sociology of education: Revisiting the work of 
 Michael Apple. New York: Routledge.  Golafshani, N. (2003). Understanding reliability and validity in Qualitative  Research. The Qualitative Report, Vol 8(4), December, pp. 597-607.  Accessed 11 Aug 2013. http://www.nova.edu/ssss/QR/QR8-4/golafshani.pdf  González, N., Moll, L., and Amanti, C. (2005). Funds of Knowledge: Theorizing 
 Practices in Households, Communities, and Classrooms. New Jersey:  Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.  Goodson, I.  (1995). The making of curriculum: collected essays (2nd Ed.). Bristol  PA: The Falmer Press.  Goodson, I. F. (2005). Becoming a school subject. Learning, curriculum and life 
 politics: The selected works of Ivor F. Goodson. London: Routledge.     Gore, J. (1992) What can we do for you! What Can we do for you? Struggling with  empowerment over critical and feminist pedagogies. Luke, C. & Gore, J.  (Eds.). (1992). Feminisms and Critical Pedagogy. New York: Routledge, pp.  54-73.  Gore, J. (1993). The struggles for pedagogies: Critical and feminist discourses as 
regimes of truth. New York: Routledge. 
  
 Gorur, R. (2008). Explaining global policy phenomena using the small and the   mundane: a network analysis of PISA. Paper presented at Australian Association for Research in Education Conference, Conference Proceedings. Fremantle. Accessed 11 April 2011. www.aare.edu.au/08pap/abs08.htm  Gramsci, A. (1971). Selections from the prison notebooks. New York: International Publishers.  Greene, M. (1975). Curriculum and consciousness. Johnson, B. & Reid, A. (Eds.) (1999). Contesting the curriculum. Katoomba: Social Science Press.  Grundy, S. (1987). Curriculum: Product or Praxis. Lewes: Falmer Press.  Guyver, R. (2011). Current themes. Davies, I (Ed.) Debates in History Teaching.  London: Routledge, pp. 18-29.  Habermas, J. (1972). Knowledge and human interests. Boston: Beacon Press.  Hammersley, M. (2008). Capturing complexity? Examining a commonly used  rationale for qualitative research. Questioning Qualitative Inquiry.   Accessed 19 June 2013.  http://srmo.sagepub.com/view/questioning-qualitative-inquiry/d4.xml doi: 10.4135/97808570254565, pp. 39-52.   Harris-Hart, C. (2008). History and SOSE: where to now? Curriculum Perspectives.  Vol 28(1), pp. 75-81.   Harris-Hart, C. (2009). The national history curriculum: tragedy or triumph?  Paper presented at the Biennial Australian Curriculum Studies Conference, Canberra. October 2-4. Accessed 2 April 2012.  http://www.acsa.edu.au  Hattam, R., Prosser, B. & Brady, K (2009). Revolution or backlash? The  mediatisation of education policy in Australia. Critical Studies in Education, Vol 50(2), pp. 159-172. Accessed 2 April 2012. https://researchers.anu.edu.au/publications/56727  Hawkes, D. (2003). Ideology (2nd. Ed.). New York: Routledge.  Haydn, T. (2011), Current themes. Davies, I. (Ed.) (2011). Debates in history teaching. London: Routledge, pp. 30-45.  
  
Hayler, M. (2010). Autoethnography: Making memory methodology. Research in 
 Education. Univ of Brighton, Vol 3(1), December, pp. 5-9.  Henderson, D. (2011). History in the Australian Curriculum F-10: Providing  answers without asking questions. Curriculum Perspectives, Vol 31(3),  September, pp. 57-63.  Henderson, D. (2012). A situated approach to historical thinking in the  Australian Curriculum: History. Agora. Vol 47(3), pp. 4-11. Accessed 2 Nov 2013.   http://search.informit.com.au/documentSummary;dn=7967913586824 97;res=IELHSS> ISSN: 0044-6726.   Hill, P. (2010). An Australian curriculum to promote 21st century learning. Education Services Australia. Summer 2010. Accessed 28 April 2011.  http://www.eqa.edu.au/site/anaustraliancurriculumtopromote21stcentu rylearning.html  Hirst, J. (2006). Questions will alter the course of history. Sydney Morning Herald.  21 August. Accessed 28 Nov 2013.  http://www.smh.com.au/articles/2006/08/20/1156012408313.html?page=full page  History Teachers Association of Australia (HTAA) Updates. May 2010, January,  2011. Accessed 18 Nov 2013. http://www.historyteacher.org.au  History Teachers Association of Australia (2010). HTAA interim response to  draft K-10 History Curriculum. Accessed 28 Nov 2013.  http://www.historyteacher.org.au/HTAA_K_10response_May2010.pdf  Hobsbawm, E.J. (1997). On History. London: Weidenfeld & Nicholson.  Hoepper, B. (2011). ‘Promises to keep …’ potential and pitfall in the Australian  Curriculum: History. Curriculum Perspectives, Vol 31(3), Sept, pp. 64-71.  Holman Jones, S. (2005). Autoethnography: Making the personal political. Denzin, N.K. & Lincoln, Y. S. (Eds.) 2005. The Sage Handbook of Qualitative Research (3rd Ed.). Thousand Oaks. Sage, pp. 763-791.    hooks, b. (1994). Teaching to transgress: Education as the practice of freedom. New York: Routledge.   Howard, J. (2006a). Australia Day address, 2006.  Accessed 28 Nov 2013.  http://australianpolitics.com/2006/01/25/john-howard-australia-day-address.html  
  
Howard, J. (2006b). Howard’s address to the History Summit. Accessed 28 Nov 2013. http://www.htansw.asn.au/archives-2006  Howson, J. & Shemilt, D. (2011). Frameworks of Knowledge: Dilemmas and  Debates. Davies, I. (Ed.) (2011). Debates in History Teaching. London:  Routledge, pp. 73-83.  Hughes, S., Pennington, J.L. & Makris, S. (2012). Translating autoethnography  across  the AERA standards: Toward understanding autoethnographic  scholarship as empirical research. Educational Researcher, Vol 41(6), pp. 209-219.  Accessed 14 Aug 2013.  http://edr.sagepub.com/content/41/6/209.full.pdf+html  Hursh, D. & Ross, E.W. (Eds.) (2000). Democratic social education: Social studies for 
social change. New York: Falmer Press.  Hursh, D. (2001). Neoliberalism and the control of teachers, students and  learning: the rise of standards, standardisation and accountability.  Cultural Logic. Vol 4(1), Fall, 22 paragraphs. Accessed 29 Oct 2013.  http://clogic.eserver.org/4-1/hursh.html  Hurst, D. (2013). Back to Basics, The Age, 28 September. Accessed 29 Sept 2013.  http://www.theage.com.au/national/education/back-to-basics-20130927-2uk5y.html  Jackson, P. W. (Ed.) (1992). Handbook of research on curriculum: A project of the
 American Educational Research Association.  New York: Macmillan Publishing Company.  Johnson, B. & Reid, A. (Eds.) (1999). Contesting the Curriculum. Katoomba: Social  Science Press.  Joll, J. (1977). Gramsci. London: Fontana/Collins.  Keating J. & Sheldon, N. (2011). Trends in History Teaching, 1900-2010. Davies,  I. (Ed.) (2011). Debates in History Teaching. London: Routledge, pp. 5-17.  Kemmis, S. & Smith, T. (Eds.) (2008). Enabling praxis: Challenges for education.  Rotterdam: Sense Publishers.  Kemp, D. (1997) Discovering Democracy : Civics and citizenship education.  Ministerial Statement, Minister for Schools, Vocational Education and  Training. Canberra.  
  
Kennedy, K. (2005a). Whereas the people: reconstructing civics education in  Australian schools. Marsh, C. (Ed.) (2005). Curriculum Controversies: Point 
and Counterpoint, 1980-2005. Deakin West, ACT: Australian Curriculum Studies Association, pp. 198-199.  Kennedy, K. (2005b). Some reflections on curriculum control in the neoliberal state: The case of civic education. Marsh, C. (Ed.) Curriculum Controversies: Point 
and Counterpoint 1980-2005. Deakin West, ACT: Australian Curriculum Studies Association, pp. 401-407.  Kennedy, K. (2009). The idea of a national curriculum in Australia: What do Susan Ryan, John Dawkins and Julia Gillard have in common? Curriculum
 Perspectives, Vol 29(1), pp. 1-9.  Kenway J. & Bullen K. (2005). Globalising the young in the age of desire: Educational policy issues. Apple, M. W., Kenway, J., Singh, M. (Eds.) (2005). Globalising 
Education: Policies, pedagogies & politics. New York: Peter Lang.  Kenway, J. (2008). The ghosts of the school curriculum: Past, present and future.  Radford address. The Australian Educational Researcher, Vol 35(2), August 2008, pp. 1-13. Accessed 2 April 2011. http://download.springer.com/static/pdf/170/art%253A10.1007%252FBF03216880.pdf?auth66=1390378427_a9a18f029b12f8d8e3b8016d89e4d7d1&ext=.pdf  Kiem, P. (2006). Australian History - Suggestion for a flexible approach, HTAA,  http://www.historyteacher.org.au/Kiem National History-A Flexible  Approach.pdf  Kilvert, P. (2012). Capabilities: learning from experience. Curriculum Perspectives, Vol 32(1), April, pp. 60-62.  Kincheloe, J.L. (1989). Getting beyond the facts: Teaching social studies in the late 
twentieth century. New York: Peter Lang.  Kincheloe, J., Slattery, P. & Steinberg, S. (2000). Contextualising teaching: 
 Introduction to education and educational foundations. New York:  Addison, Wesley, Longman.  Kincheloe, J. & McLaren, P. (2005). Rethinking critical theory and qualitative  research. Denzin, N.K. & Lincoln, Y. S. (Eds.) The Sage Handbook of 
 Qualitative Research (3rd Ed.). Thousand Oaks: Sage, pp. 763-791.  
  
Kincheloe, J. (2007) Critical pedagogy in the twenty-first century: Evolution for survival. McLaren, P. & Kincheloe, J. (Eds.) (2007). Critical pedagogy: where 
are we now? New York: Peter Lang, pp. 9-42.  Kincheloe, J.L. (2008). Critical constructivism. New York: Peter Lang.  Kliebard, (1995). Why history of Education? Journal of Educational Research, Vol 88(4), pp. 194-199. Accessed 15 Sept 2013. http://www.tandfonline.com/toc/vjer20/88/4#.UtzbNY2woXo  Klenowski V. (2009). Raising the Stakes: Challenges for teacher assessment.   Keynote address Australian Association for Research in Education Conference, Canberra, 29 Nov – 3 Dec 2009. Accessed 2 April 2011. www.aare.edu.au/09pap/kle091607.pdf  Klenowski V. & Adie, L. (2009). Moderation as judgement practice: Reconciling  system level accountability and local level practice. Curriculum Perspectives, Vol 29(1), April, pp. 10-28.  Klenowski, V. (2012).  Raising the stakes: The challenges for teacher assessment.    The Australian Educational Researcher, Vol 39(2), pp. 173-192.    Accessed 2 April 2011. www.link.springer.com/journal/13384/39/2/page/1  Kreisler, H. (2001). Conversations with history (Howard Zinn). Institute of International Studies. Univ California: Berkeley. Accessed 19 Jan 2014.  http://globetrotter.berkeley.edu/people/Zinn/zinn-con0.html  Krinks, K. (1999). Research Paper 15, 1998-1999, Politics and Public Administration Group, 23 March. Accessed 13 Sept 2013 http://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp9899/99RP15   Kumashiro, K. (2009). Against common-sense: teaching and learning toward social 
justice (Revised Ed.). New York: Routledge.  Ladson-Billings, G. (1998). Toward a theory of culturally relevant pedagogy. Beyer, L. E. & Apple, M. W. (Eds.) (1998). The curriculum: Problems, politics and 
possibilities, (2nd Ed.), Albany: State University of New York Press, pp. 201–229.   Lee, P.  (2011). History education and historical literacy. Davies I. (Ed.) (2011). 
Debates in history teaching. London: Routledge, pp. 63-72.  
  
Leistyna, P. (2010). Taking on the corporatisation of public education: what teacher education can do. Macrine, S., McLaren, P. & Hill, D. (Eds.) (2010). 
Revolutionising pedagogy: education for social justice within and beyond global 
neo-liberalism. New York: Palgrave, pp. 65-86. 
 Levesque, S. (2008). Thinking Historically: Educating Students for the 21st Century. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.  Lingard, B., Rawolle, S., & Taylor, S. (2005). Globalising policy sociology in education: Working with Bourdieu. Journal of Educational Policy, Vol 20(6), pp. 759–777. Accessed 4 March 2012.  http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/02680930500238945#.UtzcBI2woXo  Lingard, B. (2010). Policy borrowing, policy learning: Testing times in Australian schooling. Critical Studies in Education, Vol 51(2), pp. 129–147. Accessed 2 April 2012. www.tandfonline.com/toc/rcse20/51/2#.Ut5DX3Cwr9A  Low-Beer, A. (2003). School history, national history and the issue of national identity. International Journal of Historical Learning, Teaching and Research, Vol 3(1), January, pp. 9-14. Accessed 9 May 2013. www.ub.es/histodidactica   Luke, A., Woods, A., & Weir, K. (Eds.) (2013). Curriculum, syllabus design and equity: 
A primer and model. New York: Routledge.   Macedo, D. (2006). Literacies of power: What Americans are not allowed to know. Cambridge: Westview Press.    Macintyre, S. (2003a). Who plays Stalin in our History wars? Sydney Morning 
Herald, September 17. Accessed 18 Sept 2013. http://www.smh.com.au/articles/2003/9/17  Macintyre, S. (2003b) The History Wars. The Sydney Papers, Winter/Spring,   pp. 77-83. Accessed 18 Sept 2013.  http://www.kooriweb.org/foley/resources/pdfs/198.pdf  Macintyre, S. (2006). Heed history teachers not ideologues The Age, 15 August. Accessed 2 May 2011.  www.theage.com.au/articles/2006/08/14/1155407738926.html     
  
Macintyre, S. (2013) Our past need not be written off as history. The Sydney Morning 
Herald, 8/10/2013. Accessed 10 Dec 2013.  http://www.smh.com.au/comment/our-past-need-not-be-written-off-as-history-20131007-2v469.html  Macrine, S., McLaren, P. & Hill, D. (Eds.) (2010). Revolutionising pedagogy: education 
for social justice within and beyond global neo-liberalism. New York: Palgrave.  Marginson, S. (1997). Educating Australia: Government, economy and citizen since 
1960. Melbourne: Cambridge University Press.  Marker, P. (1993). Not only by our words: Connecting the pedagogy of Paolo Freire with the social studies classroom. Social Studies Record, Vol. 3(1), pp. 77-89.  Martin, G. & Te Riele, K.M. (2011). A Place-Based Critical Pedagogy in Turbulent Times: Restoring Hope for Alternative Futures. Malott, C. & Porfilio, B. (Eds) (2011). Critical Pedagogy in the 21st Century: A New Generation of Scholars. Greenwich CT: Information Age Publishing, pp. 23-52.  McConney, A., & Price, A. (2009). Teaching out-of-field in Western Australia. 
Australian Journal of Teacher Education, Vol 34(6), pp. 86–100.  Accessed 15 August 2012 www.ro.ecu.edu.au/ajte/vol34/iss6/6/   McGaw B. (2009). Building a national curriculum, Keynote address at the  Queensland Studies Authority Senior Schooling Conference ‘Productive  pathways, successful futures’, held 19-20 March 2009.  Accessed 28 Oct 2010. http://www.qsa.qld.edu.au/pubications/8630.html    McGregor, G. (2009). Education for (whose) success? Schooling in an age of neoliberalism. British Journal of Sociology of Education, Vol 30(3), May, pp. 345-358. Accessed 2 Nov 2011.  http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/01425690902812620#.UtzeUo2woXo   McKenna, M. (1997). Different perspectives on black armband history. Canberra:  Parliamentary library, Parliament of Australia.  Accessed 10 November 2013.  http://www.aph.gov.au/Library/pubs/rp/1997-98/98rp05.htm  McKinsey Report (2007). How the world’s best performing school systems come  out on top. Accessed 15 April 2011.  http://www.mckinsey.com/clientservice/Social_Sector/our_practices/Ed ucation/Knowledge_Highlights/Best_performing_school.aspx    
  
McLaren, P. (2003). Life in Schools: An introduction to critical pedagogy in the 
foundations of education (4th Ed.). Boston: Pearson Education.  McLaren, P. & Kincheloe, J. (Eds.) (2007). Critical pedagogy: where are we  
now? New York: Peter Lang.  Mellor, S. (1996). The centrality of an active, experiential pedagogy to learning outcomes in citizenship education. Paper presented at the Culture and Citizenship Conference, Brisbane, October 1996. Accessed 15 Aug 2013.  http://www.researchgate.net/publication/42251754_The_centrality_of_an_active_experiential_pedagogy_to_learning_outcomes_in_citizenship_education  Mellor, S. (2002). Australian 14 year olds civic knowledge and attitudes and how teachers and schools might improve them, pp. 54-59. Accessed 21 Aug 2013.  http://research.acer.edu.au/research_conference_2002/1  Mellor, S., Kennedy, K., & Greenwood. L. (2002). Citizenship and democracy: 
Australian students’ knowledge and beliefs – The IEA Civic Education Study of 
Australian Fourteen Year Olds. Melbourne: Australian Council for Educational Research.  Melville, W. (2010). Teaching not to answer but how to question. Curriculum 
Perspectives, Vol 30(1), April, pp. 68-70.  Mills, C.W. (1959). The Sociological Imagination. Oxford: Oxford University Press.  Milne, A. (2011). A history curriculum for our times? Teaching History. December, pp. 24-29. Accessed 2 Dec 2013.  http://www.htansw.asn.au/teaching-history-journal  Ministerial Council on Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affairs  (MCEETYA) (2008). Melbourne Declaration on educational goals for young 
 Australians. Canberra: Commonwealth of Australia.  Ministry of Education (1987). The School Curriculum and Organisation  Framework, 
P-12 Social Education. Melbourne: Victorian Ministry of Education.  Montero-Sieburth, M. (2010). Foreword, Macrine, S., McLaren P. & Hill D. (Eds.) 
Revolutionising Pedagogy: education for social justice within and beyond
 global  neo-liberalism.  New York: Palgarve Macmillan.  Moroz, W. (2001). Western Australia. Print, M., Moroz, W. & Reynolds, P. (Eds.). 
Discovering Democracy in Civics and Citizenship Education, Riverwood: Social Science Press.   
  
Munro, D. (2007). The History Wars (review). Journal of Social History, Vol 40(3),  Spring, pp. 786-788. Accessed 26 Nov 2013.   http://muse.jhu.edu/login?auth=0&type=summary&url=/journals/journ al_of_social_history/v040/40.3munro.html   National Curriculum Board (2009). The Shape of the Australian Curriculum. May  2009. Accessed April 2011.  http://www.acara.edu.au/news_media/publications.html     Neumann, I. (2010). Autobiography, ontology and autoethnography. Review of 
 International Studies, Vol 36(4), pp. 1051-1055. Accessed 15 August 2013.  www.journals.cambridge.org/   Olssen, M. & Peters, M. A. (2005). Neoliberalism, higher education and the  knowledge economy: from the free market to knowledge capitalism. Journal 
of Education Policy, Vol 20(3), May 2005, pp. 313-345. Accessed 2 April 2011. www.tandfonline.com/toc/tedp20/20/3#.Ut5GV3Cwr9A  Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development. The Knowledge-Based 
Economy. Paris. Accessed 13 April 2011.   http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/51/8/1913021.pdf    Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development. Finland takes number  one spot in OECD’s latest PISA survey, advance figures show. Accessed 2  August 2010. http://www.oecd.org/document Ac  Parkes, R. J. (2007). Teaching history as hermeneutics: critically and pedagogically 
engaging narrative diversity in the curriculum. Refereed paper presented at the biennial conference of the Australian Curriculum Studies Association (ACSA). Melbourne, 8-10 July. Accessed 30 Sept 2013 http://www.acsa.edu.au/pages/page143.asp  Peterson, B. (1997). One teacher’s journey. Christensen, L. & Karp. S. (Eds.) 
Rethinking School Reform: Views from the classroom. Milwaukee: Rethinking Schools.  Pinar W. F. (1975). Currere: Toward reconceptualisation. Pinar. W. F. (Ed.)  Curriculum Theorising: The reconceptualists. Berkley: McCutchan  Publishing Corporation.  Popkewitz, T. (1987). Critical Studies in teacher education: Its folklore, theory and
 practice. London: Falmer Press.  
  
Postman, N. (1985). Amusing ourselves to death: Public discourse in the age of  show 
business. USA: Penguin.  Postman, N. (1992). Technopoly: The Surrender of Culture to Technology. New  York:  Vintage Books.  Pruyn, M. & Garcia, H. (2001). Response: Critical theory in education:  Remembering the lessons of El Abuelito. Accessed 5 December 2013.   http://0search.proquest.com.prospero.murdoch.edu.au/docview/204427694  Pruyn, M., Haworth, R. & Sanchez, R. (2004). Critical multicultural social studies  in the borderlands: resistance, critical pedagogy and la lucha for social  justice. Vinson, K. D. & Ross, E. W. (Eds. ). Defending Public Schools: 
 Curriculum Continuities and change in the 21st century (Vol III). Connecticut: Praeger, pp. 161-172.  Pruyn, M. (2012). Critical multicultural social studies for ‘thick democracy’:  Theory and practice. Carr, P., Zyngier, D. & Pruyn, M. (Eds.) Can Educators 
 Make a Difference? Experimenting with, and Experiencing, Democracy in 
 Education. United States: IAP, pp. 219-255.  Pruyn, M. (2013). Critical multicultural social studies: Towards education for  critical citizenship and thick democracy. The Social Educator, Vol 31 (1), December, pp. 4-21.  Pyne, C. (2014a). Review of the Australian Curriculum. Media Release. 10 Jan  2014. Accessed 18 Jan 2014.  https://www.liberal.org.au/latest-news/2014/01/10/review-national- curriculum-put-students-first  Pyne, C. (2014b) Terms of reference for the review of the Australian Curriculum.  Accessed 18 Jan 2014.  http://www.studentsfirst.gov.au/terms-reference-review-australian- curriculum   Reed-Danahay, D.E. (Ed.) (1997). Auto/Ethnography: Rewriting the Self and the 
 Social.  Oxford: Berg.  Reid A., (2005). Rethinking national curriculum collaboration: Towards an  
Australian curriculum. Canberra: Commonwealth Department of Education, Science and Training.      
  
Reid, A. (2009). Is this a revolution? A critical analysis of the Rudd government’s  national education agenda. Garth Boomer Memorial Address, Australian Curriculum Studies Association. Accessed 15 April 2011. http://austcolled.com.au/announcement/2009-garth-boomer-memorial-lecture-alan-reid-ace-president-elect     Reynolds, H. (2013). Forgotten War. Sydney: NSW Publishing.  Reynolds, R. (2011). Teaching history in the primary curriculum: Interrogating  the Australian curriculum. Curriculum Perspectives, Vol 30(3), pp. 78-83.    Roberts P. & Peters M. A. (2008). Neoliberalism, Higher Education and Research.  Rotterdam: Sense Publishers.  Roberts, P. (2011). From historical literacy to a pedagogy of history. A discussion  paper for the symposium: Building Bridges for historical learning:  connecting teacher education and museum education. 28-29 March.   Faculty of Education, University of Canberra. Accessed 26 Nov 2013. 
 http://www.canberra.edu.au/faculties/education/teacher-ed/historical_learning  Roberts, P. (2013). Re-visiting historical literacy: towards a disciplinary pedagogy. 
[online]. Literacy learning: the middle years, Vol 21(1), February, pp. 15-24. Accessed 9 Oct 2013.
 http://search.informit.com.au/documentSummary;dn=107160773720784;r
es=IELHSS> ISSN: 1320-5692.  
  
 Robison, J. & Parkin, G. (1997). Discovering Democracy: A missed opportunity?  The Social Educator, Vol 15(3), pp. 16-20.  Rood, D. (2006). Critical mark for history summit. The Age, 15 August, 2006.  Accessed 2 Dec 2013.  http://www.theage.com.au/news/national/critical-mark-for-history- summit/2006/08/14/1155407742422.html  Rowly, G. (2011). The Australian curriculum : continuing the national conversation.  
Australian Journal of Education, Vol 55(3), pp. 87-88.  Said, E. (1994). Representations of the intellectual: The 1993 Reith lectures.  London: Vintage.  Seixas, P. (2002). The place of history within social studies: The case of history.  Wright I. & Sears, A. (Eds.) (2002). Trends and Issues in Canadian Social 
Studies, Univ of British Columbia: Pacific Educational Press, pp. 116-129  
  
Seixas, P. & Peck, C. (2004). Teaching Historical Thinking. Sears, A & Wright, I  (Eds.).  Challenges and Prospects for Canadian Social Studies. Vancouver:  Pacific Educational Press, pp. 109-117.  Seixas, P. & Colyer, J. (2013). Linking historical thinking, concepts, content and  competencies: A report on the national meeting of the historical thinking  project. Toronto: University of British Columbia, Jan 15-17. Accessed 26 Nov 2013.  http://www.http://historicalthinking.ca/documents/2013-annual- general-meeting-report-linking-historical-thinking-concepts-content-and-compet  Senate Select Committee on Employment, Education and Training (1989). Education 
for active citizenship education in Australian schools and youth organisations. Canberra: AGPS.  Senate Standing Committee on Employment, Education and Training (1991). Active 
Citizenship revisited: A report. Canberra: AGPS.  Senate Standing Committee on Employment, Workplace Relations and Education (2007). Quality of School Education. Canberra: Commonwealth of Australia.  Shankman, P. (1984). The thick and thin: On the interpretive theoretical program of Clifford Geertz. Current Anthropology, Vol 25(3), June, pp. 261–280. Accessed 12 Dec 2012. www.jstor.org/stable/i327964  Shaull, R. (2000). Foreword. Freire, Paolo (1970/2000). Pedagogy of the 
 Oppressed. New York: Continuum.  Shemilt, D. (2000). The caliph’s coin: The currency of narrative frameworks in  history teaching. Seixas, P., Stearns, P. & Wineburg, S. (Eds.) (2000).  Knowing, teaching and learning History: national and international 
 perspectives. New York: New York University Press, pp. 83-101.  Shor, I. (1992). Empowering education: Critical teaching for social change. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.  Shor, I. & Freire, P. (1997). A pedagogy for liberation: Dialogues on transforming 
 education. Connecticut: Greenwood, Berin-Garvey.  Silverman D. & Marvasti, A. (2008). Doing Qualitative Research: A Comprehensive 
 Guide.  Thousand Oaks: Sage.  Smith, A. (1995). Nations and Nationalism in a Global Era. Cambridge: Polity Press.  
  
Smith, K. (2010). Gramsci at the margins: subjectivity and subalternity in a theory of hegemony. International Gramsci Journal, 2, April, pp. 39-50. Accessed 2 April 2011. www.ro.uow.edu.au/gramsci/vol1/iss2/  Smyth, J., Dow, A., Hattam, R., Reid, A. & Shacklock, G. (2000). Teachers’ work in a  
globalizing economy. London: Palmer Press.  Smyth, J., Angus, L., Down, B. & McInerney, P. (2009). Activist and socially critical  
school and community renewal: Social justice in exploitative times. Rotterdam: Sense Publishers. 
 Smyth, J. (2009). Coming to critical engagement in disadvantaged contexts: an  editorial introduction. Critical Studies in Education, Vol 50(1), Feb, pp. 1-7. Accessed 2 April 2011. www.tandfonline.com.toc/rcse20/50/1#.Ut5NIXCwr9A  Smyth, J. & McInerney P. (2009). The System is not always right: reclaiming  the wasteland of the adolescent years of schooling in Australia. Professional 
Voice, Vol 6(3), pp. 31-37. Accessed 2 April 2011. www.aeuvic.asn.au/94735.html  Smyth, J. (2010). Critical teaching as the counter-hegemony to neo-liberalism. Macrine, S., McLaren P. & Hill D. (Eds.) (2010). Revolutionising pedagogy: 
Education for social justice within and beyond global neo-liberalism.  New York: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 187-210.  Smyth, J., Down, B. & McInerney, P. (2014). The Socially Just School: Making Space for 
Youth to Speak Back. Dordrecht: Springer.  Starr, L. (2010). The use of autoethnography in educational research: learning  who we are in what we do. Canadian Journal for New Scholars in 
 Education, Vol 3(1), June, pp. 1-9. Accessed 14 August 2013.  www.journals4free.com/link.jsp?l=27117998  Steinberg, S. & Kincheloe, J.L. (Eds.) (2011). Unauthorised methods: Strategies for 
critical teaching. New York: Routledge.  Steinberg, S. (Ed.) (2009). Diversity and multiculturalism: A reader. New York:  Lang.  Stenhouse, L. (1975). An Introduction to curriculum research and development, London: Heineman.  
  
Strinati, D. (2004). An introduction to theories of popular culture (2nd Ed.). New  York: Questia Media.  Symes, C. & Preston, N. (1997). Schools and Classrooms: A cultural studies analysis 
 of education (2nd Ed.) South Melbourne: Addison, Wesley, Longman.  Taylor, A.I. (2000). The Future of the Past: Executive Summary of the Report of the 
 National Inquiry into School History. Quality Outcomes Program,  Canberra, ACT: Commonwealth Department of Education, Training and Youth Affairs.  Taylor, T. (2014). Where Pyne and the neocons went wrong. The Age, 16 Jan 2014.  Accessed 17 Jan 2014.  http://www.theage.com.au/comment/-30v1u.html  Tedlock, B. (1991). From participant observation to the observation of  participation: The emergence of narrative ethnography. Journal of 
 Anthropological Research, Vol 47(1), Spring, pp. 69-94. Accessed 14 August 2013. www.jstor.org/stable/i286652  Toner, G. (2012). General capabilities in the Australian Curriculum: an ACARA  perspective. Curriculum Perspectives. Vol 32(1), April, pp. 52-56.  Topsfield, J. & Rood, D. (2006). Lib calls for national curriculum, The Age,  6/10/2006. Accessed 3 Dec 2013.  http://www.theage.com.au/news/national/lib-calls-for-national  curriculum/2006/10/05/1159641461872.html    Tosh, J. (2008). Why History Matters. London: Palgrave Macmillan.  Accessed 1 July 2011.  http://www.historyandpolicy.org.papers/policy-paper-79.html.   Tovey, J. (2014). Educators take minister to task over national curriculum review. 
The Age, 14 January 2014. Accessed 16 Jan 2014.  http://www.theage.com.au/national/-30qm4.html  Tripp, D. (1993). Critical Incidents in teaching: Developing professional  judgement. London: Routledge.  Tudball, L. (2005). Changing constructions of ‘Social Education’ in Victoria:  New challenges for teachers. Australian Association for Research in Education Conference, Parramatta. Accessed 22 July 2013.  http:www.publications.aare.edu.au/05pap/tud05657.pdf   
  
Tyler, R. (1949). Basic Principles of curriculum and instruction. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.   Van Heertum, R. (2010). Empowering education: Freire, cynicism and a pedagogy of action. Macrine, S., McLaren P. & Hill D. (Eds.) (2010). 
Revolutionising pedagogy: Education for social justice within and beyond 
global neo-liberalism.  New York: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 211-234.  Victorian Ministry of Education (1987). The School Curriculum and Organisation 
 Framework, P-12 Social Education. Melbourne.  Vidovich, L. (2005). Methodological framings for a policy trajectory study.  O’Donoghue, T. A. & Punch, K. F. (Eds.) Qualitative research in action: Doing 
and reflecting. New York: Routledge Falmer.    Vidovich, L. & Allen, B. (2008). Understanding curriculum through policy  analysis: A study of the upper secondary history curriculum in Western  Australia. Curriculum Perspectives, Vol 28(3), pp. 13-26.  Vinson, K. D. & Ross, E. W. (Eds. ). Defending public schools: Curriculum 
 continuities and change in the 21st century (Vol III). Connecticut: Praeger.  Wall, S. (2008). Easier said than done: writing an autoethnography. International 
 Journal of Qualitative Methods, Vol 7(1), pp. 38-53. Accessed 15 Aug 2013. www.ejournals.library.ualberta.ca/index.php/IJQM/issue/view/121  Walsh, L. & Black, R. (Eds.) (2011). In their own hands: can young people change 
 Australia? Camberwell, Vic: ACER Press.  Walzer, M. (1994). Thick and thin: Moral argument at home and abroad. Indiana: Notre Dame Press.  Weis, L., McCarthy, C. & Dimitriadis, G. (Eds.) (2006). Ideology, curriculum and 
 the new sociology of education: Revisiting the work of Michael Apple. New  York: Routledge.  Welleck, R. (1980).  Bakhtin’s view of Dostoyevski: ‘Polyphony’ and ‘Carnivalesque’. 
Dostoyevski Studies. Vol 1, pp. 32-39. Accessed 9 May 13. http://www.utoronto.ca/tsq/DS/01/031.shtml   Wilson, A. (2007) Just who do you think we are? Methodologies for  autobiography and self-study in teaching. Issues in Teacher Education, Vol  16(2), Fall, pp. 71-77. Accessed 16 Aug 2013.  www1.chapman.edu/ITE/public_html/Fall 2007.htm  
  
Windschuttle, K. (2002). The fabrication of Aboriginal history: Van Dieman’s Land, 
1803-1847, Vol I. Paddington: Macleay Press.  Windschuttle, K. (2004). The White Australia policy. Paddington: Macleay Press.  Windschuttle, K. (2007). Postmodernism and the fabrication of Aboriginal  History. Lecture to NSW Higher School Certificate Extension Conference,  Sydney May 30. Accessed 2 April 2012. http://www.sydneyline.com/Postmodernism and Fabrication.htm  Windschuttle, K. (2009). The fabrication of Aboriginal history: The stolen 
 generations, Vol III. Paddington: Macleay Press.  Wood, G. H. (1998). Democracy and the curriculum. Beyer, L. & Apple, M.(Eds.)  The Curriculum: problems, politics and possibilities (2nd Ed.). Albany: State  University of New York Press, pp. 177-198.  Wrigley, T., Lingard, B. & Thomson, P. (2012). Pedagogies of Transformation:  Keeping Hope Alive in Troubled Times. Critical Studies in Education, Vol 53(1), pp. 95-108.   Yates, L. & Collins, C. (2010).  The absence of knowledge in Australian Curriculum  reforms.  European Journal of Education, Vol 45(1), pp. 89-102. Accessed 16 Aug 2013. www.onlinelibrary.com/doi/10.1111/ejed.2010.45.issue-1/issuetoc  Yates, L. (2011). State differences and Australia’s curriculum dilemmas. Australian Curriculum Studies Association Conference, Sydney, 7-9 October. Accessed 2 Oct 2013. www.acsa.edu.au/pages/page53.asp   Young, C. (2004). Charting historical understanding, Talking History, Education Services Australia. Winter. pp. 1-2. Accessed 23 March 2011. http://eqa.edu.au/site/chartinghistorical.html  Young, M. (1971). Knowledge and control. London: Collier-MacMillan.  Zinn, H. (1980/1999). A people’s history of the United States, (20th anniversary Ed.). New York: HarperCollins.   Zinn, H. (2002). You can’t be neutral on a moving train: A personal history of our 
times. Boston: Beacon Press.  Zinn, H. (2009). The Zinn reader: Writings on disobedience and democracy (2nd. Ed.). NY: Seven Stories Press. 
  
 Zinn, H. (2010). How I want to be remembered. Accessed 17 Jan 2014.  http://bigthink.com/users/howardzinn  Zyngier, D. (2010). Re-discovering democracy: Putting action (back) into active citizenship and praxis into practice.  Australian Association of Research in Education Conference. 28 Nov-2 Dec. Melbourne. Accessed 2 Oct 2012.  www.aare.edu.au/publications-database.php/6140/re-discovering-democracy-putting-ction-back-into-active-citizenship-and-praxis-back-into -practice        
  
